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AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

TUESD AY , M A Y  9, 19 61

H ouse of Representatives,
Subcommittee on T ransportation and A eronautics,

Committee on I nterstate and F oreign Commerce, 
Washington, D.G.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 1334, 
New House Office Building, Hon. John Bell Williams (chairman ol 
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Williams. The subcommittee will come to order, please.
This morning the Subcommittee on Transportation and Aeronaut ics 

meets to begin hearings on H.R. 6580, introduced by Mr. Harris , 
chairman of the Committee on In ters tate  and Foreign Commerce, and 
an identical bil l, H.R . 6608, introduced by Mr. Friedel, to make avail
able $375 million in Federa l funds for airpor t construction in the 
next 5 years.

(H.R. 6580, together with the President ’s message to the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives, dated Apr il 24, 1961, and agency re
ports are as follow:)

[H .R . 658 0, 87 th  Cong., 1 st  se ss .]

A B IL L To  am en d th e Fed er al  A ir port  Ac t so as  to  ex te nd  th e  tim e fo r mak ing g ra n ts  
unde r th e  pr ov is io ns  of su ch  Ac t, and  fo r o th er pu rp os es

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
State s of America in Congress assembled, That  section 4 of the  Federal Airport  
Act (49 U.S.C. 1103) is amended by inserting “ (a )” immediately afte r “Sec . 
4.” and by adding at the end thereof the following new subsec tion:

“an no un ce me nt  of program

“ (b) It  shall be the duty of the Administrator to make public by J anuary  1 
of each year the proposed program of airpor t development intended to be under
taken during the fiscal year next ensuing, and he may revise such program to 
the extent he finds necessary to accomplish the purposes of this Act.”

Sec. 2. (a) The first sentence of section 5(a ) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1104 (a)) 
is amended by inserting immediately before the period at the end thereof the 
following: “and the sum of $66,500,000 for each of the fiscal years  ending June  
30, 1962, June 30, 1963, June 30, 1964, June 30, 1965, and June 30, 1966”.

(b) Section 5(b) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1104(b))  is amended by inserting 
“ (1 )” immediately a fte r “ (b )” and by adding at  the end thereof the following 
new paragra ph:

“(2) For the purpose of carrying out this Act with  respect to projects in 
Puer to Rico and the Virgin Islands, there is hereby authorized to be obligated 
by the execution of grant agreements pursuant to section 12 of this Act the 
sum of $1,500,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1962, June 30, 
1963, June 30, 1964, June  30, 1965, and June  30, 1966. Each such authorized 
amount shall become available  fo r obligation beginning J uly 1 of the fiscal y ear 
for which it is authorized, and shall continue to be so available until so obli
gated. Of each such amount, 65 per centum shall be available for projects in 
Puerto Rico and 35 per centum for projects in the Virgin Islands.”
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(c) Section 5 of such Act is fu rther amended by redesignating subsections (c) 
and (d) as subsections “ (d )” and “ (e )”, respectively, and by inser ting immedi
ately a fte r subsection (b) the following new subsection:

“spec ial au th oriza tio n for  certa in general  aviation  airports

“ (c) In addition to other  sums ava ilable under this Act, there is authorized to 
be obligated by the execution of grant agreements pursuant  to section 12, the  sum 
of $7,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 1902, June 30, 1903, June 
30, 1904, June 30, 1905, and June 30, 1900, for the development in the several 
States of airports the primary purpose of which is to serve general aviation 
and to relieve congestion a t airports having high density of traffic serving other 
segments of aviation. Each such authorized amount shall become available for 
obligation beginning July 1 of the  fiscal year for which it is authorized and shall 
continue to be so available until so obligated.”

(d) Subsection, (d) of such section 5 (as so redesignated by subsection (c) of 
this section) is amended by striking out “subsections (a) and (b )” and inserting 
in lieu thereof “subsections (a) , (b),  and (c )”.

Sec. 3. (a)  The second sentence of section 6(a ) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 
1105(a)) is amended to read as follows: “Each amount so apportioned for a 
State  shall, during  the fiscal year for which it  was first authorized to be obligated, 
be available  only for grants  for approved projects located in that State, or spon
sored by tha t State or some public agency thereof but located in an adjoining 
State, and thereafter any portion of such amount which remains unobligated 
shall be red istributed as provided in subsection (c) of this section.”

(b) Paragraph (1) of section 6(b) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1105(b) (1) ) is 
amended to read as follows:

“(b) (1) Twenty-five per centum of all amounts authorized to be obligated 
by section 5(a ) and all of the amounts authorized to be obligated by section 
5(c) shall, as such amounts become available, constitute a discretionary fund.”

(c) Section 6(c) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1105 (c )) is amended to read as 
follow s:

“re dis tribu tio n of fu nd s

“ (c) Any amount apportioned for projects in a State pursuant  to subsection 
(a)  of this section which has not been obligated by gran t agreement at the 
expirat ion of the fiscal year for which it was first authorized to be obligated 
shall be added to the discretionary fund established by subsection (b) of this 
section. Until July 1, 1962, the  first sentence of this subsection shall not apply to 
amounts so apportioned pr ior to Ju ly 1, 1961, unless such amounts have not been 
obligated by g rant  agreement for two fiscal years afte r originally authorized.”

Sec. 4. Section 9(d) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1108 (d )) is amended by inserting 
“( 1) ” immediately afte r “ (d )” and by adding at the end thereof  the following 
new para graph:

“ (2) No project shall be approved by the Administrator which does not include 
provision fo r installa tion of such of the landing aids specified in section 10(d) 
as are determined by him to be required for the safe and efficient use by ai rcra ft 
of the airport taking into account the category of the airpor t and the type and 
volume of traffic utilizing the ai rpor t.”

Sec. 5. Section 10 of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1109) is amended by striking out 
subsection (c) and inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“land ing aid s

“ (d) To the  extent tha t the project costs of an approved project represent the 
cost of installat ion of (1) land required for the instal lation of approach light sys
tems, (2) in-runway lighting, (3) high intensity  runway lighting, or (4) runway 
distance markers, the United States share shall be not to exceed 75 per centum 
of the allowable costs of such insta llation.”

Sec. R. (a)  Paragraph  (5) of section 11 of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1110) is 
amended to  read as folows:

“ (5) the airport operator or owner will furnish without cost to the Fed
eral Government for use in connection with any a ir traffic control activities, 
or weather-reporting activities  and communication activities related to air 
traffic control, such areas  of land or water, or estate therein, or rights in 
buildings of the sponsor as the Administrator may consider necessary or

w
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desirable fo r construction at Federa l expense of space or fac ilities for such 
purposes;”.

(b) Section 11 of such Act is fur the r amended by adding at  the end thereof 
the following new sentence: “Whenever the Administrator shall obtain from a 
sponsor any area of land or water, or estate  therein, or rights in buildings of 
the sponsor and shall construct  thereon at  Federa l expense space or facilities,  
he is authorized to relieve the sponsor from any contractual obligation entered 
into under this Act to provide free space in airp ort  buildings to the Federa l 
Government to the extent he finds such space no longer required for the purposes 
set forth  in paragraph  (5) of this section.”

Sec. 7. Section 13(b) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1112) is amended to read as 
follows:

“ COSTS NOT ALLOWE D AFT ER JU N E  3 0 , 1961

“ (b) With respect to amounts obligated under this Act afte r June 30, 1961, the 
following shall not be allowable project  costs:  (1) the cost of construction of 
tha t par t of a project  intended for use as a passenger automobile parking 
facility; or (2) the cost of construction of any p art  of an airport building except 
such of those buildings or par ts of buildings intended to house faciliti es or 
activities directly related to the safety of persons at  the airport.”

Sec. 8. (a )(1)  Paragraph (7) of section 2(a ) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1101(a) 
(7) ) is amended by striking out “Alaska, Hawaii” ;

(2) Parag raph (12) of section 2(a ) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1101(a) (12 )) is 
amended by s triking out “on May 13, 1946,”.

(b) Section 3(a ) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1102 (a)) is amended—
(1) by st riking out “Alaska, Hawaii, and” where it  appears in the  first 

sentence thereof; and
(2) by s triking out “Alaska, Hawaii,” in the third sentence thereof.

(c) Paragraph (2) of section 6(b)  of such Act (49 U.S.C. 110 5(b)(2)) is 
amended by striking out “States, Alaska, and Hawaii” wherever appearing there
in and inserting in lieu thereof “States”.

(d) (1) The heading of section 7 of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1106) is amended to 
read as follows: “Availability of Funds for Projec ts in Puerto  Rico and the 
Virgin Islands”.

(2) The text of section 7 of such Act is amended by striking out “Alaska, in 
Hawaii, or in Puerto  Rico,” and inserting in lieu thereof “Puerto Rico”.

(e) Section 9(c) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1108(c)) is amended by s triking out 
“Alaska, Hawaii,”.

(f) Section 10(c) of such Act (49 U.S.C. 1109(c)) is amended by striking out 
“Alaska and” where it appears in the heading and in the text of such section.

Sec. 9. The amendments made by this Act shall take effect on July  1, 1961, 
but shall not apply with respect to projects for which amounts have been obli
gated by the execution of grant agreements before July 1, 1961. With respect to 
such projects, the Federa l Airport Act shall continue to apply as if this Act had 
not been enacted.

F ollo wing  I s th e  T ext  of a Letter F rom P re sid ent Ken nedy  to th e  P resident  
of th e  Sen ate and  th e  Speak er  of th e  H ouse

Apr il 24, 1961.
Dear Mr. Spe ak er  : I am transmitting herewith for consideration by the

Congress a dra ft of legislation to amend the Federal Airport Act.
Without this legislation, authority  under tha t act would expire on Ju ne 30 of

this year. The proposed bill authorizes additional  obligations for a period of 
5 years, ending June 30, 1966.

Continuing the program of Federa l assistance to airports is essential to our 
national security, passenger safety, and economic growth. Air commerce, since 
the enactment of the Federal Airport  Act in 1946, has grown so rapidly  tha t 
many existing airport facilities  a re both overburdened and underequipped. The 
increase in the speed, weight, and capacity of jet age a ircraf t has already ant i
quated many existing airpo rts and threa tens to outmode many more.

In addition, the expansion in general aviation has created a special need for 
the development of general aviation airports,  part icula rly where this is neces
sary to relieve congestion at airpo rts having a high density  of traffic and serving 
other segments of aviation. For this reason, I have recommended that funds be 
specifically allocated to the development of such airpor ts.
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The bill has  six  ma jor  fe at ur es :
1. The bill prov ides  for  a 5-year extension  of the  Feder al Airp ort Act, wit h a 

$75  million per  year oblig ation al au tho rity . Of th at  amount , $1,500,0 00 would 
be made ava ilab le for  pro ject s in Pu erto Rico and  the  Virgin Island s and $7 
million for cer tain gene ral avia tion  airp ort s.

2. Fun ds apportio ned und er thi s act  bu t not  o bliga ted by gr an t agreements at  
the  end of each fiscal yea r would be t rans ferre d to the  discretio nary  fund.

3. In  addition to high inte nsit y run way  light ing, the re is Federal par ticipat ion  
in the cost of lan d for  approach  light systems, in runw ay lighting and  runw ay 
distance  mar kers . This  is an ever increasing safety  need.

4. Ins tead of the  requ irem ent th at  a  sponso r provide free  space for  ai r traffic
control, weather reporting , and commu nicatio ns activities, there is a provision 
th at  the  Gover nment be furn ished wit hou t cost such intere sts in land as the 
adm inis trat ion  may consid er n ecess ary or desi rable for  the construct ion of facili
ties  for such purpose s. This  pe rmits grea ter  flexibility and  more efficient u tili za
tion. Y

5. The cost of constructin g any pa rt of an air po rt building is disallowed as a 
proj ect cost excep t when a buildi ng is c onst ruct ed to house faci lities or acti vities 
dire ctly  re late d to safe ty of persons  at the  air port.

6. Alaska and  Haw aii are  perm itted  to pa rticip ate  for the first time  on the  
same basis as oth er State s.

This  legislation is cons isten t with  the  cu rre nt na tional  air po rt plan  fo r which 
provision is mad e in the  Fed eral  Airp ort Act.

Sincerely,
J ohn F. Kennedy.

Executive Office of the  P resident,
Bureau of the Budget,

Wash ington , D.C. May 1, 1961.
Hon. Oren H arris,
Chairm an, Commit tee on I nt er stat e and F ore ign  Commerce,
House of Rep rese ntat ives , H ouse Office Buildi ng, Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mr. Chairman : This  is in reply  to you r requ est of April 27, 1961,
for a repo rt on H.R. 6580, a bill to amend the  Fed era l Airp ort Act so as to 
extend the time  for  making g ran ts und er the  p rovisions of such act, and for other  
purposes.

The bill would car ry out the  recom mend ation s of the  Pres iden t in his let ter  
to the Speak er of  th e Hou se of April 24. 1961.

The B ureau of  th e B udget  urges th at  th e bil l be enacted .
Sincerely  yours,

P hil lip  S. H u g h es,
Assist ant  Dir ector for  Legis lative  Reference.

T h e  Secret ary of Com merce , 
Wash ington , D.C., May 1 1,1 961 .

Hon. Oren Harris,
Chair man, Committee on I ntersta te  an d Fore ign  Commerce,
House of R epresen tatives , Washington. D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman : This  is in repl y to you r req ues t of April 27, 1961, for the  
views of thi s De par tme nt wit h respe ct to H.R. 6580, a bill to amend the  Fed eral  
Airpor t Act so as  to exten d the  time for  mak ing gran ts under the provisions of 
such act, and  fo r o the r purposes.

H.R. 6580 would  extend the  Fed era l Air por t Act for  5 years from  Jun e 30. 
1961. Obligation autho rity of $75 million per  year would be provided, with $1.5 
million of th is amoun t be ing ava ilab le for  pro jects in Pue rto Rico a nd the  Virgin 
Islands,  and $7 million for  c erta in general aviatio n airp orts . Fund s apport ioned 
but  not  oblig ated  by gr an t agree ments at  the  end of each fiscal year would be 
tra nsfer red  to th e disc reti ona ry fund of the  Ad min istrator of the Fed era l Avi
ation  Agency. Fed eral  par tici pat ion  up to 75 perc ent of the cost would be au
thori zed fo r lan d require d for  appr oach  lig ht systems,  inru nwa y light ing, and 
runw ay dis tan ce mar kers, in addi tion  to such par ticipat ion  at  pre sen t in high- 
dens ity run way lighti ng. Provi sion would be made for  the  Fed eral  Governm ent 
being furnis hed  wit hou t cost such int ere sts  in lan d as the  Adminis tra tor  con-
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aider s necessary  for  the  con struction  at  Federal  expense of fac ilit ies  for  ai r 
traffic control , we ath er reporti ng and  comm unica tion activitie s. The  cost of con
stru cting any  pa rt  of an air po rt build ing would be disallowed as a pro jec t cost 
excep t when such  build ing is constru cted  to house  fac ilit ies  dire ctly  rela ted  to 
safe ty of perso ns at  the  air port. Alas ka and  Ha wa ii would particip ate  for  the 
first time on the  same basis as oth er State s.

This  bill rep resent s legis latio n tra nsm itted  to the  Congress  by the  Pre sid ent in 
his let ter  of A pril 24, 1961.

As the Pre sid ent  pointed out in his lett er, continu ing the prog ram of Fed era l 
assi stan ce to air po rts  is esse ntial  to our  na tional  secu rity , pass enge r saf ety  and 
economic growth, because many  exis ting  a irp or t fac ilit ies  ar e both  overburdened  
and  underequipped. He fu rth er  point ed out  th at  the  expan sion in gen eral  avi 
ation  has cre ate d a special  need f or the  development of general av iat ion  airports .

The De par tment  of Commerce recommends, ther efore, the  ena ctm ent of H.R. 
6580.

The Bureau of the  Budg et advises th at  enactm ent of this  bill would be in 
accord with the Pre sid ent ’s progra m.

Sincer ely yours,
Edward Gudeman,

Under Secretary of Commerce.
Civil Aeronautics Board,
W ashington, D.C., May 8, 1961.

Hon. Oren Harris.
Chairman, Committee on Interstate  and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman : This  is in reply  to you r le tte r of April 27, 1961, aski ng 
the Board fo r a rep ort on H.R. 6580, a bill to amend  the  Fed eral  Airpo rt Act 
so as to exte nd the time  for making gr an ts under t he  provisions of such act,  and  
for oth er purpos es.

H.R. 6580  would  extend the  Fed eral  Air por t Act, which now exp ires  on June  
30, 1961, for  ano the r 5-yea r period  ending  on Jun e 30, 1966. There  would 
be auth oriz ed to be obligated for  each of the fiscal yea rs ending Ju ne  30. 1962, 
1963, 1964, 1965, and 1966 (1 ) fo r proj ects  in the  severa l States, $66,50 0,000  a 
yea r or a tot al of $332,500 ,000 for  the 5-year period; (2 ) for pro ject s in Pue rto 
Rico and the  Virgin Isla nds , $1,500,000 a year or a tota l of $7,500,000 for  the  5- 
yea r period: and (3 ) fo r the development in the  several Sta tes of air po rts  the 
prim ary purpose of which is to serve  general  avia tion  and to relie ve conges
tion at  air po rts  having high dens ity of traffic serv ing oth er segm ents of av ia
tion, $7 million a year or a tot al of $35 million for  the 5-yea r period . The 
bill conta ins a number of coro llary  provisio ns, such as those rel ati ng  to the dis 
cret iona ry fund , ins tallatio n of land ing aids, lim itat ion s on the U.S. sh are  of 
cer tain  ligh ting  inst alla tion s, amen dmen t of exi stin g requ irem ents for the fu r
nishing of space  to Govern ment agencies in air po rt buildings , and  amendm ent 
of rest rict ion s again st the  us e of a irp or t fun ds for  cer tain  purposes.

Although the  respo nsib ility  for adm inis teri ng the  Federal  Air por t Act res ts 
with  the Ad minis tra tor  of the  Fed era l Aviation Agency, th e Board  ha s a general 
adviso ry func tion  in connection with  thi s ac t and therefo re is concerned with 
the amen dmen ts proposed  by II.R. 6580. The  a dve nt of j et  and o the r high-speed 
ai rc ra ft has brough t with it  the  need for an expanded air po rt program. Je t 
ai rc ra ft req uire runway s of gre ate r length tha n now exis t at  most domestic 
and intern ational airpor ts. The  increased con cent ratio n of traffic res ult ing  from 
the  use of je t ai rc ra ft  having approximately double the seat ing cap aci ty of pis
ton-engine air craf t, coupled with  the  norm al traffic incre ase which is expecte d, 
will undoubtedly require  improved and  enlarged term inal  faci lities . Moreover, 
in the  case of air po rts  serving interm edi ate  and sma ller  commun ities, it  is en
tire ly possible th at  improved run way s and  tax i fac iliti es will be require d with 
the  contemplate d intro duc tion  of lar ger capa cities of inte rme diat e ai rc ra ft  and 
improved local .service air cra ft.  The Boar d the ref ore  wishes to expr ess its  ap 
prova l of the proposed legislation  as  nece ssary to provide for  an expanded  
air po rt program  to meet these pres sing  needs.

The Boar d notes  with  especial sat isfa ctio n those  provisions of the bill which  
auth oriz e the  obligation of funds for  air po rts , the prim ary  purp ose of which 
is to serve general avia tion,  and to relieve congest ion a t air po rts  hav ing  high  
dens ity of traffic serv ing oth er segmen ts of avia tion . Airp ort congestion is be
coming a mat ter of more and more serio us concern, as the  comm ittee  is well
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aw ar e,  an d th e B oar d  we lco me s th e  reco gn it io n w hi ch  th is  bi ll give s fo r th e  
ne ce ss ity  of ac tion spec ifi ca lly  di re ct ed  to  a ll ev ia ti ng  th is  pro blem . W e p a r
ti cu la rl y  end or se  t h is  f ea tu re  of  t he  bill.

In  vie w of  th e  fo rego ing,  th e  B oa rd  st ro ng ly  reco mmen ds  en ac tm en t of II .R .
6580.

We ha ve  been ad vi se d by th e Bud ge t B ure au  th a t th is  le gi slat io n is  in  ac co rd  
w ith  th e P re si den t’s pr og ra m .

Si nc erely yo ur s,
Alan S. Boyd, Chairman.

Mr. Williams. We are pleased to have as our first witness Mr. N. E.
Halaby, Administ rator  of the Federa l Aviat ion Agency. *

Mr. Halaby.

STATEMENT OF HON. NAJEEB E. HALABY, ADMINISTRATOR, FED-
ERAL AVIATION AGENCY, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE BORSARI,
CHIEF, AIRPORT DIVISION ; DAGGETT H. HOWARD, GENERAL
COUNSEL; JOSEPH TIPPETS, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF F ACILITIES
AND MAT ERIEL;  ALAN L. DEAN, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR
FOR MANAGEMENT SERVICES; CLIFFORD P. BURTON, CHIEF,
SPECIAL PROJECTS DIVISION, OFFICE OF PLANS; AND ROBERT P.
BOYLE, ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL

Mr. H alaby. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub
committee.

I would like to, if I may, introduce the members of the staff of the 
Federal Aviation Agency who are here with me this  morning.

On my left , Mr. Joseph Tippets, who is the Director of the Bureau 
of Facilities and Materiel.

On his right , Mr. George Borsari, Chief of the Airpo rts Division.
Next to him, Mr. Alan Dean, who is assistant administra tor for 

Management Services.
Next to him is Dagget t Howard, General Counsel.
Next to him, Robert P. Boyle, Associate General Counsel, and in 

the second row, Mr. Clifford P. Burton, Chief of our Special Projects 
Division in the Office of Plans.

I appreciate  this  opportunity, and I  welcome the privilege of work- 
ing with you.

Now’, this bill is the President ’s bill rath er than just an agency 
proposal and in a new administration which is going through the 
period of reexamining the past and current policies and in an agency »
in which I  have been in office only about 60 days, it is necessary to 
move rapidly to bring a proposal to the Congress of the United States.

A variety  of contacts and consultations with various Members of 
Congress has benefited the prepa ration  of this bill, which has gone 
through the usual process of clearance within  the executive branch 
before the President sent it up.

Today I  am here to  express the view’s of the Agency and the P resi
dent on H.R. 6580 and II.R. 6608, identical bills.

This legislation would extend the Federal Airpor t Act which o ther
wise would expire on Jun e 30 of this  year, for an additional period of 
5 years.

It  would also provide a higher  level of Federa l assistance for this 
period and make a number of  substantive improvements in the present 
law, in our opinion.
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Under these bills the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Agency 
would be authorized to obligate a total of $375 million, or $75 million 
for each of the 5 fiscal years of extension.

Of the $75 million, $66.5 million is to be available subject to geo
graphic apportionment, for projects in the States, including Alaska 
and Hawai i.

One and one-half million dollars is to be similarly available for 
projects for Puer to Rico and the Virgin Islands.

Seven million dollars is earmarked for general aviation airports  to  
relieve congestion at  ai rpor ts having high  traffic density, th is amount 
to be available without geographic apportionment.

You will find, Mr. Chairman, as you have in your own hearings and 
in your own advices to the FAA  th at there is increasing emphasis on 
safety.

In other words, these provisions are specifically designed to provide 
greate r safety in approaching, in landing,  in taking  off, and operating  
on airpor ts.

The emphasis is definitely on safety and it is our hope that the 
money can be best spent for safety and a national airport system.

Now, it goes without saying to this committee that air  transp orta
tion is vita l to our national economy and to our national defense.

Obviously it  is our firm conviction th at continued Federal financial 
assistance at this level is essential to provide a system of airpor ts which 
will meet the growing needs of civil aeronautics  and the requirements 
of national  defense.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we have several distinguished task 
forces working to set goals for aviation in the 1960’s to develop a sys
tem and to develop improved rules and rules enforcing procedures 
within our Agency.

It  is the  belief of this  administ ration tha t aviation is going to grow 
and that the Federal Government can fac ilita te i t by discreet, sensible 
forms of Federal assistance and leadership.

Now, we are t ryin g to  improve and over the long reach, to revolu
tionize our systems for  air  navigation and air  traffic control so that we 
can continue to keep on a much more economical and rapid  basis while 
retaining the safety with  the complexities and volume of ai r traffic.

In that  yellow book, the “National Airp ort Plan ,” p artic ular ly on 
the first few pages you will see how the growth of aviation appears  to 
this Agency at this time.

Now, if  we improve the systems of ai r navigat ion, ai r traffic control, 
the full benefit of such improvements cannot be realized without cor
responding improvements in our national system of airpor ts.

Airports  are obviously -an integral  par t of the overall system for 
safe takeoff, flight, and landing of airc raft.

Now, in addition to the increased demands on our airports, stem
ming from improvements in the air navigation and a ir traffic control 
systems, the operation of the jet aircra ft calls fo r substantia l improve
ments at many locations.

We have to move vigorously on all these fronts if our Nation is 
to realize the full benefits of safe, efficient, convenient air  trans
portation .

Now, to state this airport problem in its simplest terms, each air 
por t in the system must be able to accommodate safely the volume and 
types of aircra ft tha t can reasonably be expected to use it.
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Absence of adequate airport to serve a community means, on the 
one hand, loss of air transportation for the community, and on the 
other, loss of the community for  air commerce.

Our analyses reveal tha t needed airp ort development is so great, 
and is of such clear national importance, that  we cannot, as a practical 
matter, depend on local communities to accomplish it entirely with 
local funds.

The 1961 “National Airpor t Pla n” which you have before you, re
cently released by the Federa l Aviation Agency, shows tha t over the 
next 5 years the total need for airpor t development comes to $1,082 
million. This estimate is quite consistent with the estimate made by 
responsible outside groups, groups  outside of the Government.

We must keep in mind tha t th is sum reflects the total need for air 
port development, including some items which either would be ineli
gible under this bill, or would be provided by means other than the 
grant aid  program.

For  example, II.R.  6580 would render ineligible for  Federal gran t 
assistance the cost of constructing airport buildings, or any portion 
thereof, except as needed to assure the safety of persons at the airport.

Grant aid funds would not be used for construction of air traffic 
control towers appearing in the plan because the entir e cost of this 
tower item would be borne in another pa rt of the Federa l budget.

These changes would have the effect o f reducing the $1.1 billion 
figure in the national  airport plan by roughly $110 million, as a basis 
for computing the  level of Federal g ran t assistance.

Thus, even though the amounts provided for by II.R . 6580 would 
fall a li ttle  short of meeting the full Federal share toward  ai rport de
velopment shown to be needed in the 1961 national airport plan, the 
discrepancy is much smaller than would appear a t first blush.

In fact, it becomes rela tively insignificant when account is taken of 
the fact tha t inclusion of an airpor t in the national airpor t plan in no 
way represents  an ability, intent , or commitment by the community 
to proceed with development.

In light of past experience, accomplishment of about 80 percent of 
the airport development need, included in the plan, would appear to 
be realistically a ttainable as a goal.

This brings the need we can expect to meet down to about $780 
million, and the Federal share down to about $390 million.

Thus we believe that  the $375 million provided in H.R. 6580 plus 
unprogramcd funds in the amount of roughly $14 million provided 
under existing legislation, will fully  support actual airp ort develop
ment under  the national a irpo rt plan.

ADVANCE PU BL ICAT ION OF AN NU AL  AIRPORT PROGRAM

Section 1(b) of H.R. 6580 would amend the Federal  Airp ort Act 
to require the Administ rator to make public, by Jan uary 1 of each 
year, the proposed program of airp ort development intended to be 
undertaken during the following fiscal year. This  leadtime of 6 
months will permit sponsors to formulate plans for programed con
struction so tha t construction work can sta rt much earlier  during 
the fiscal year involved.

We consider this a desirable amendment.
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sp ec ia l, a u t h o r iz a t io n  fo r  c er t a in  gen era l  avia tio n  air po rts

I ii section 2(c) of H.R. 6580, we would authorize and earmark a 
special discretionary fund of $7 million per year for development of 
general avia tion a irpor ts to relieve congestion at high density a irports 
serving other segments of aviation.

These amounts to be in addition to sums otherwise available  from 
State apportioned fund  and other sources for such purposes.

We believe this  would provide the necessary flexibility to apply 
this assistance where it is most urgently needed without  limita tion 
as to geographic location of the projects.

We believe these funds, set apa rt in this manner, are necessary to 
improve the safety and efficiency of our airpor t system.

Recently this agency completed a study titled “Economic Pla nnin g 
for General Avia tion Airpor ts.”

Among other things  it concludes that—
1. Large and medium hub communities need separate general avia

tion airp orts  because of thei r very great air  carrier activ ity; and
2. Imp orta nt segments of general aviation tend to desert an air  

carri er airpor t when annual operations of air carriers there have 
reached 30,000 to 50,000.

The study also indicated tha t general aviation tends to be h ighly 
concentrated in localities served by air  carriers. This is especially 
true of it inerant operations, which are increasingly made up of mul ti- 
engine aircra ft and large single-engine aircra ft operated by busi
ness owners.

In  recent years, this  type of activity  has made the most r apid  ad
vance of any general aviation flying.

Over and above improvements to exis ting general aviation airports, 
the 1961 national  airport plan shows the need for 131 new public air 
ports for general aviation at communities where general aviation is 
being accommodated by existing  and usually overtaxed air  carr ier 
airports.

Separate  airpor t facilities for general aviation are recommended 
for these communities.

The estimated cost for establishment of such facilities over the next 
5 years, in addition to improvements to existing airports, is $85,600,000, 
calling for a Federal  share of about $42,800,000 or an annual require
ment of approximately  $8*/. million.

If  this  k ind of airp ort development is to be accomplished a discre
tionary fund earmarked for the purpose is essential.

As indicated earlier, the need usually exists at the localities where 
air carr ier needs are also heavy, which means th at the need exists in 
those areas where there is the highest demand for apportioned funds  
for other airpor t needs.

Thus, if the  need is to be met, we must have the flexibility to provide 
for it  by other than apportioned.funds.

As a lready mentioned, our experience shows tha t some States  will 
be unable to provide funds for all needed general aviation airpor t 
development. Accordingly, we believe the $7 million per  year, as 
distinguished from the  indica ted need of $8% million per year, the  $7 
million provided by this proposal will match all local funds reasonably 
expected to be available for this purpose.
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Now, under section 3(c) of H.R. 6580, there is a provision for 
reversion to the discretionary fund of all State  apportionm ent funds 
unobligated by grant agreements by the close of fiscal year for which 
they were first authorized to be obligated.

However, for amounts apportioned prio r to J uly  1, 1961, a period 
of 2 years is provided before such reversion occurs. This is to maintain 
for the next fiscal year consistency with existing law, and to give 
sponsors some opportunity to adapt the ir funding plans to the new 
principle. . .

Presently the law provides fo r reapportionment af ter 2 years. This »
requirement has had the unfo rtunate effect of freezing substantial 
amounts as allocations to States lacking projects to use the funds, not 
just for 1 year, but for 2.

The amounts so frozen were in 1956, $22.2 million; 1957, $17.6 *
million; 1958, $9.9 million; 1959, $12.2 million; 1960, $8.6 million.

We believethat section 3(c) of H.R. 6580 would assure more efficient 
use of airp ort aid money by allowing unobligated State-apportioned 
funds to revert to the discretionary fund afte r 1 year and become 
available for use, national use, wherever most needed in the national 
interest.

LANDING AIDS

This bill, in several respects, provides for sharp er emphasis on air 
safety. Section 5, for example, would permit Federal partic ipation up 
to 75 percent instead of the usual 50 percent, of allowable costs of 
instal ling in-runway light ing and  high intensity runway l ighting, and 
runway distance markers, and the land required for installat ion of 
approach light  systems.

These landing  aids are urgently needed safety items, and we strongly 
endorse increased Government participa tion in the cost of installing 
them.

As for  approach ligh t systems, Government participation is pro
vided only in the cost of the land necessary for installation,  since 
the system itself is installed enti rely at Government expense as a par t 
of the Federa l instrument landing system.

AIRPORT BUILDINGS *»

With  respect to airpor t buildings , this legislation would amend 
section 13(b) of the Federal Airpor t Act to eliminate as an eligible 
project  cost construction of any pa rt of an airport building , except *
those buildings , or part s of buildings , which are intended to house 
facilities or activities directly  related  to the safety of persons at the 
airpo rt.

Examples would be fire and crash equipment. This is another 
illus tration of increased emphasis on the safety aspects of airport 
development, an emphasis which th is agency strongly supports.

In  keeping with this  change, sections 6(a ) and (b) of the proposed 
legislation  would amend section 11(5) of the act to relieve the sponsor 
of his obligation under present law to furnish without charge to the 
Government space in  airpor t buildings for housing Government-use 
facilities , such as air  traffic control, weather repor ting, communica
tion activities rela ted to air traffic control.
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This is agreeable to all of the Federal agencies involved.
Instead of the old scheme, direct Federal construction will be 

undertaken in most situa tions to provide housing for such activit ies. 
This will permit  us to ta ilor  it  to meet the special needs of our tower
fiersonnel, provide more uniformity in design and economy in instal- 
ation and maintenance and make i t easier to plan for expansion to 

meet late r requirements.
What is even more important,  however, i t will provide the flexi

bility and timeliness needed to  meet the constantly changing require 
ments inherent  in these impor tant activities.

Right now there are 15 air-traffic control towers which we con
sider to be needed under our criter ia, but they are long overdue and 
cannot be bui lt because of various delays o r obstacles holding up the 
sponsors.

Another amendment would revise section 13(b) of the Fede ral 
Airpor t Act retaining the present prohib ition against our par ticipa
tion in the cost of constructing facilities  for passenger automobile 
parking, but  permitting  acquisition of lands for such purposes as a 
part of the tota l land requirement at the a irport.

Presen t law excludes both the cost of  acquiring land and the cost 
of constructing  the passenger parking  facilities.

This existing prohib ition has proved extremely difficult for us to 
administer .

Under the Federa l aid airp ort program land is normally acquired 
in large parcels for all or p art  of a sizable airp ort development p ro
ject. Elimination of the  estimated cost of land for pa rkin g facilities 
from the cost of land acquired for the total project has resulted in 
only nominal savings to the Government, and a grea t many head
aches for those who administer it.

The proposed amendment is, therefore , recommended by this 
Agency.

CONTRACT AU TH OR IZA TIO N

Coming to the question of contract  authorization, it should be 
noted that  the legislation before this committee provides for 5-year 
contract authority, on the same basis as in the past.

In our view, legislation surely providing for funds over a period 
of years is absolutely essential i f we are to achieve a safe and adequate 
national system of airports.

The past history of the Federa l aid airp ort program dur ing the 
period between 1946 and 1955, when funds were made available on 
an annual appro priat ion basis, clearly demonstrates the need for this 
type of advance funding , part icula rly when that period is contras ted 
with the more recent period between 1956 and 1959 when the pro 
gram was operated on advance-contract authority  granted through  the 
initiative of this committee.

The original statu te passed in 1946 authorized a maximum appro
priation of $100 million each year. However, when the program was 
being operated on the  basis of annual appropriations, the maximum 
of $100 million was never obtained in any year.

In fact, the highest amount ever so appropria ted was $42,750,000 
in the first year of the program,  namely, fiscal 1947.

From this high, annual appropriations fluctuated widely and gen
erally downward, ultimately declining to zero for fiscal 1954, a t the



12 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

very time a major  increase in the rate of growth in aviation  was 
occurring.

With this  unstable basis of funding, forward planning  by the 
States, counties, and cities, was impossible. The net result was that 
the purpose of Congress in passing the legislation was only part ially  
achieved, and the needed improvement in the Nation’s a irpo rt system 
fell fa r short of accomplishment at a critical  time.

Probably the best yardstick to use in measuring how well we are 
doing in carry ing out the purposes you have set for us in a given 
year, namely, achieving the airpor t development necessary to improve 
our aviat ion and a irpo rt system, is the total  amount economically and 
wisely obligated by agreement in that year.

During the period of d irect appropriations, that  is, when the Fed
eral Government and the local communities were both depending on 
annual appropriations by the Congress, the highest amount ever obli
gated for a irport  development during any one year was for  fiscal year 
1949 when we achieved a level of obligation of approximately $50 
million under th at kind of legislation.

In contras t, when you wisely gave us advanced contract authority 
in 1955, the program was placed on a more stable, sensible, and we 
believe, economical, basis.

State and local agencies were able to plan with assurance and per
form much more of the needed airport development.

As a result, the rate at which they could match Federal funds 
improved to the point where, at the end of the original  4-year au
thoriza tion in fiscal year 1959, the total  annual amount obligated in 
tha t year for airpor t development came to $72 million. This was 
nearly 50 percent more than had been achieved under the system of 
direct annual appropriation .

In a moment I would like to give you a chronology of an actual case 
or two, showing why this forward author ization  is so essential to an 
economical program.

Fur ther, our experience in administering the ai rpo rt program under 
this 4-year con tract authorization showed that  State and local agencies 
certainly need time to avail themselves fully of the funds  authorized 
under this program.

During the first year  only $17,800,000 was obligated.
However, due to the stabi lity of funding provided, obligations 

thereafter rose rapid ly to over $45 million in fiscal 1957, in excess 
of $70 million in 1958, to slightly over $72 million in 1959.

We consider this an eloquent demonstration tha t assured avail
ability  of funds over a stated period of time is essential to make 
adequate progress toward achievement of a  safe and adequate a irport 
system.

I would like, if I might, Mr. Chairman, to ask Mr. Borsar i at this 
point  to give an example or two of what the chronology, the life his
tory, in the life  of the development of an airpo rt, is.

I t will be very brief.
Mr. Borsari. The case we had in mind here, Mr. Chairman, or the 

few cases we have, is one tha t the chairman is very well aware of, at 
Jackson, Miss.

We started the program in Jackson, Miss., in 1955. We are still 
at the new Jackson, Miss., Airport. We programed in 1957 for the 
acquisition of land, the site preparation.
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In 1958 we removed the obstructions and we continued site p repa 
ration and paved the runway.

In  1959 we constructed the instrument runway.
In  1961, we are doing the tower, the space needed to  put the air 

port  in operation.
Tha t is an example quickly of the type  of plann ing a community 

must do and the length of time it takes to do an airp ort for  planning 
and financing.

The program is replete with cases of this nature,  but knowing tha t 
you knew this one real well, Mr. Chairman, I thou ght maybe we 
would bring this one to the attention  of the committee.

Mr. Halaby. As you know, this is not jus t a Federal need. I t  is 
a local need. The local authorities have a lot of local needs to con
sider. They have schools, roads, sewer systems, all of the demands 
on the community pour  in on the local authorities.

The only way they can take advantage of a Federal lead or in itiat ive 
in this, matching funds, is if  they know it is going  to be availab le and 
know the criteria and have some planning to work with.

They, in part icular, are the ones who insist tha t there be some 
basis on which to proceed within the ir own community to develop 
the public understand ing and support, within their  own community 
to develop the financing plan, within the ir own community to get 
the voters to vote the money, the neighbors to agree to the desirabili ty 
and the whole regional and local planning process can only go for 
ward in the national interes t a t the local level if there is a solid basis 
on which to work.

So contrac t authorization for a period of 5 years as provided for 
in this bill, is necessary, we believe, if project sponsors are to have 
assurance tha t Federal assistance will be available and if the Con
gress is to have assurance tha t it will be used wisely and in the 
interest of the national economy.

Thei r own planning is dependent upon the site selection, fund ing 
which often includes bond issue referendums, preparation of the 
specifications, land acquisition, frequent ly by eminent domain. All 
this must proceed from rock to rock rather  than from sand to sand.

The 5-year contract authority provided for in this bill , we believe, 
gives this assurance and persuades many communities, which might 
otherwise be reluc tant in the face of competing demands on the ir 
attention and thei r limited resources, to proceed with the airp ort 
development which is regarded as necessary for safe and efficient 
national systems of public airports.

To sum up,  our airp ort system is a key element in b ringing to the 
American people the full frui ts of aviation progress.

Airp ort development must keep pace with dynamic change in both 
the pattern of air operations and the performance charac teristic  of 
aircraft. . .

Today, we are seeing and seeking wider and wider airline use of 
the new jets. General aviation flying is growing by leaps and bounds 
and increasing numbers of large r and larger aircra ft are enter ing 
the general aviation fleet.

Tomorrow the supersonic tran sport and a variety  of othe r ad
vanced airc raft  will come upon the scene. M e owe it to the users 
of our airspace, to our airport neighbors and to the public at large
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to be absolutely certain tha t the airport system required to accom
modate these changes safely and productively is developed and ready 
to cope with these changes as they come.

As you are aware, Mr. Chairman, the bill Mi-. Harris  introduced, 
H.R. 6580, and the identical bill which Mr. Friede l introduced, are 
the same in all respects as the legislation transmitted by the Presi 
dent on April  24, 1961, and thus H.R. 6580 has the President's full 
support as well as th at of the Federal Aviation Agency.

This completes the prepared statement, Mr. Chairman and mem
bers of the committee, and if you or your colleagues have any ques
tions, we shall be very glad to try  to answer them.

Mr. Williams. Thank  you very much, Mr. Halaby.
Mr. Friedel ?
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Halaby, what I am about to say does not have 

anything to do with this bill, but recently I was on the committee 
that visited your facili ty in Atlantic City. I was amazed at the 
good work in research and development tha t the FAA  is doing as 
far  as safety  of passengers, devices for  avoiding collisions in the 
air:  glide slopes fo r the pilots to come in for landing.

Quite a few things impressed me.
What, I  am sorry about i t is tha t I  did not have more time to spend 

there. I would like to go back there and review it  more thoroughly.
I am in accord with your bill. I sponsor the companion bill as you 

know. I am in favor of it.
I have Friendship  in mind close by. We want to keep on improving 

Friendship.
Mr. H alaby. We cer tainly would welcome you back to the  Federal 

Aviation Agency Facilities Exper imental Center.
I feel it is your center just as well as the agency’s.
I feel th at this is where we as passengers are putt ing some money 

and people to develop a better nationa l aviation system.
I feel also we are going to have to thin k more and more about the 

public in and under and around airplanes as well as the crew on which 
great  concentration has been placed in  the pas t and will have to be in 
the future .

Mr. F riedel. I enjoyed it very, very much.
I think  you should publicize i t a little  b it more and let the public 

know about it.
ATr. "Williams. Mr. Devine.
Mr. Devine. No questions.
Mr. Williams. Mr. Jarm an.
Mr. J arman. Mr. Halaby,  I would like to join in the welcome ex

tended to you by our chairman and other members of the committee. 
I  hope we may have an opportuni ty to work with you closely in the 
future.

The only additional comment I  would like to ask of you this mor
ning is with reference to the issue of contract authoriza tion over a 
period of 5 years.

"We certain ly anticipate tha t in the floor consideration of the bill, 
the issue of backdoor financing will be strongly  drawn and hotly 
argued.

Mr. "Williams. You do not have to wait unti l it gets to the floor. 
It  will be raised in the committee.
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Mr. J arman. In  this committee, in the Rules Committee and on 
the floor because there is a lot of strong feeling in Congress against 
backdoor financing. We feel tha t we are abdicating our own juri s
diction and responsibilities if we do not go throug h the regu lar Ap
propriations Committee channels for consideration every year.

Do you have any fur ther comment to make to the subcommittee 
today as to your reasoning on this par ticu lar program and the jus ti
fication you feel exists for th is type of program ?

Air. Halaby. Well, sir, I have talked to the President  and the 
Budget Director about this. I thin k a very simple statement is th at 
we feel th at this is a matter fo r the  Congress to  decide.

After all, appropriations bills originate in th is House and you have 
had great experience in how to make resources wisely available to the 
executive.

We, however, will, with all of the vigor and persuasiveness we have 
in the administration , insist tha t the money be made surely available 
for the amount of time to make sense out of th is program.

Because we thought it was a familiar  example to the chairman,  and 
we could bring out five or six others, we just want to make very 
clearly the point th at airp ort in one fine city was started in November 
1955 and is not completed ye t and it has taken 4 years, not because 
anybody is dragging his feet or because there is any thing extraordi
nary going on, it just  takes tha t much time for local and State and 
Federal people to get toge ther a good project, program i t out, and do 
it on a sensible basis.

Now, I have come to this job from a business and legal community. 
To me the important  thing is how well this  money is managed.

I have institu ted in the Agency what I hope will be some effective 
management controls. We have a management informat ion center, 
management room, in the Agency now.

Every  morning  tha t it is possible I meet there with the men who 
manage the money and we are going to keep the tightest kind of 
control over these funds.

In  the end tha t is your best hope as c itizens to see th at whatever 
money you make available is used wisely.

Mr. W illiams. I would disagree to this extent, tha t the best pro 
tection for the public is not in the Agency’s control of the expendi
ture, but in the Congress’ control.

Mr. II alaby. Well, Air. Chairman, I said to whatever extent  you 
make them available, because we can waste them as fast as you can 
appropria te them if you do no t manage these agencies well.

From the management point  of view, this is a situation in which 
you need advance author ization.

Now, I  apprecia te tha t all of you have two committees involved 
here. I apprecia te tha t you vote whether it is contract authorization 
or appropriations on the floor, but you do have an unusual situation. 
You have a long leadtime for technical, political, economic reasons, 
but at the same time you have more information in this book about 
what the requirements are and what the plans are than  you have, 
I would submit, on almost any other Federal program  th at ever comes 
before the Congress.

It  is outlined in the finest detail.  It  is worked out with your local 
people in your States.
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The second thing is that we have criter ia tha t are very well estab
lished and that control the expenditure of these funds.

Third , we are under the constant scrutiny  of the  local communities 
and several very vigorous, very analyt ical to critical and very intell i
gent groups in th is field.

So we are not operat ing in some sort of covert way. We are 
operating out in the  open and subject to  constant criticism, constant 
surveillance not only by Members of the Congress, but by very active 
groups and associations.

So that there is built-in  protection here.
As a final point, obviously we are going to administer whatever law 

you pass to the best of our ability, but the experience of the past is 
tha t we have done more for the Nation in the airp ort field under 
contract authorization than  we have u nder  the  annual appropriation 
route and if the experience guides us, then I suppose what we have 
proposed, namely, contract authorization,  would give you the most for 
your money.

Mr. F riedel. I would like to make one point he re :
On the Federal highway program the Sfates know 1 year, 2 years, 

3 years in advance what the Government will give them, provided the  
State  comes up with its share of the money.

In many instances the legislature meets biennia lly, every 2 years. 
So unless they know w hat they are going to. get there can be no ar 
rangement made by the State.

This program, it seems to me, is a fa ir one. For long-range plan 
ning you have to let the States know what the support will be for 
the legislatures to meet their  obligations.

Nfr. W illiams. I would agree with you if the initial responsibility 
in this matt er rested with the Federa l Government; but, actually, it 
rests with the S tate  and the local governments.

It  is up to the Federal Government then to make its plans  after  
the State  and local governments have made their plans.

I am not impressed by the suggestion that  the Jackson Airp ort, 
for example, could not have been built  just  as efficiently and just as 
well by following the regular constitutiona l appropria tions procedures.

The Jackson Airpor t was perfectly well justified. I think I know 
the people of Mississippi well enough to know tha t if the Federa l 
Government had not contributed one single nickel tha t the city of 
Jackson would have built  that airport, because it needed that airport.

As a matter of fact, I will give you another example by tel ling you 
tha t immediately north  of Jackson, the State of Mississippi is build
ing a reservoir on Pear l River for which it might well have come to 
Congress with  a tin  cup and asked fo r support from the Congress.

Rather, the State of Mississippi, recognizing this project as a local 
responsibili ty, is pu ttin g several million dollars into the construction 
of this reservoir which is to provide a wa ter supply and recreational 
facili ty for  tha t general area.

The suggestion that programs of this type are more efficiently 
handled throu gh the backdoor approach than they are by going 
through the  usual process of Congress, may be quite t ru e; by the same 
token, it has been said, and with some logic, tha t the most efficient 
form of government is a dictatorship. Undoubtedly, it would pro 
mote the efficiency of this operation if Congress just surrendered all
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of the appropriative  responsibilities to the executive branch, but that  
is not the way our Constitu tion is written.

I feel very strongly  t hat  this  backdoor approach should be stopped 
in all of these agencies. There is nothing about this program tha t 
makes i t stand out particularly from the others with respect to this 
type o f procedure; tha t makes this type of procedure any more neces
sary in this program than it is in any of the others.

I would suggest tha t you take a look at the operations of the na
tional highway system whereby they go to  Congress and receive ap
propr iations afte r having worked out programs with the States.

Take the Natchez Trace Parkw ay for example. The S tate  acquires 
the land, gives the land to the Federal Government, the  Fede ral 
Government builds the roads for the parkway.  They have had no 
difficulty in coming before the Congress and justi fying their program.

The same thing is t rue of the Corps of Engineers which budgets 
programs yearly in advance and they never have had difficulty in 
carry ing out thei r programs. They have never asked for  the backdoor 
approach.

I feel that while the dollar  amount in this program is not of too 
much concern to me, the $75 million, the backdoor approach is a great  
deal of concern to me and I hope i t is to the rest of the members of 
this committee.

Mr. H alaby. Mr. Chairman,  at the risk of intrudin g here, there 
are on the other side quite  a few programs tha t are fully authorized 
and fo rward appropr iated , among them shipbuilding, depressed areas, 
highways, and several other programs.

So you have adopted a var iety of methods of controlling and direct
ing the appropriations.

I would suggest tha t we go through the Approp riations Committee 
every year. I just appeared there 2 weeks ago and had to just ify the 
annual expenditures under the previously authorized period.

Secondly, there are some distinc t features about thi s and tha t is we 
are try ing  to develop a nationa l a ir transpor tation system of which the 
Jackson A irpo rt is an important part .

Mr. Williams. The fact tha t Congress may have sinned in other 
programs does not justi fy our doing it  in this  program, in my opinion.

Mr. J arman. As I unders tand your testimony this morning, Mr. 
Halaby, it  is the conclusion of the FA A, based on experience in deal
ing with communities, that unless you have this 5-year contract au
thoriza tion many communities may be re luctan t to proceed with the 
airp ort development tha t you regard as necessary for a safe and 
efficient a irport  program.

Mr. H alaby. Tha t is our position, Mr. Jarman.
I believe you will want to ask the representatives of  these commu

nities, because, aft er all, as the chairman quite right ly points  out, the 
initiat ive begins there.

We only help and assist and consult and we do in the attempt  to get 
a national a irpo rt p lant put out.

This is one o f the finest planning documents I have ever seen in 
Government or industry. I hope you will have a chance to study it.

I t is the local initiative. The local requirements tha t I think you 
will want to consider.

Mr. J arman. Thank you.
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Mr. Williams. Mr. Collier?
Mr. Collier. As one who represents a dis trict  within what we might 

call a geographical triangle with airports  at each of three points of 
this t riangle, the problem of safety and noise is ever present, so I  will 
direct my questions in this area, tying  it in with the legislation that  
we have before us.

Does the F AA give any pr iori ty to projects to improve or lengthen 
the runways for jet traffic to relieve noise?

In  other words, in the planning for construction would there be a  *
prio rity given to the lengthening of the runways over possibly some 
other type of construction, bearing in mind that  this noise problem 
has gotten to be a very serious problem in some areas.

Mr. Halaby. Mr. Collier, the first point is tha t the initiative is r
with the local community, as the  chairman pointed out. They start 
this up, they conceive i t, and they consult with our district airport 
engineer and he tries to get them to plan far ahead and to put  a kind 
of cocoon of protection around the community.

But he does not offer them any funds with which to buy land and 
extend runways solely for the purpose of abating noise.

I do not believe tha t there are exceptions to that  rule, but there 
may be.

But he tri es through the planning r ather than through the funding  
process to get at that.

Now there is one exception to tha t. The Federal Government owns 
two ai rports—well, civil airports. The first is Washington National 
Airpor t and the second is the new international airport at Chantilly.

At tha t airport we have tried to set an example of public protec
tion by having long runways and extended zones around those run 
ways which, over a long-range period will provide maximum protec
tion to the public.

In addition, we have adopted something tha t could be adopted in 
many localities, but has not. We are landscaping tha t airpor t with 
a green belt so tha t the noise will lie dissipated th rough the trees and 
shrubbery, even for those people who insist on moving right up to 
the borders of the airport.

Mr. Collier. Do you think th at the Federal Aviation Agency would •
be justified in tu rnin g down a project over the objection of the local 
sponsors because a noise problem would result ?

Mr. Halaby. There are a great number of factors that  enter into 
it and certainly tha t is one of the factors  tha t must be considered. *

On the other  hand, we cannot tell the local community what the 
nature  of thei r initia tive should be. We just say, if you come, here 
are the criter ia of eligibility  for matching Federal aid.

Now, I am going to ask Mr. Borsari or Mr. Burton if they have 
any examples of where we have turned down requested Federal aid on 
the ground tha t everyth ing else was all righ t, but the noise would be 
excessive and therefore  we turned it down.

Have we done that  to date ?
Mr. B orsari. We have not done it to date. We have two or three 

projects under consideration where t ha t is a serious question.
We have not proceeded because of the noise factor. We have not 

turned it down.
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Mr. Collier. Have the local communities generally cooperated in 
enacting zoning ordinances to meet this problem from your experience ?

Mr. Borsari. Mr. Collier, t ha t is happen ing more and more every 
day. They are doing the zoning, they are acquiring aviation ease
ments for this  purpose more and more every day.

Mr. Collier. I have one other question. Do you thin k tha t this  
problem exists only with the jets or is it becoming more and more of 
a problem such as it is in my parti cular distr ict with the helicopters.

Mr. H alaby. Let me make just  one comment, Mr. Collier.
We are just  beginning, as I  see it, to apprecia te the need fo r publ ic 

protection, protection  from irr itat ion, protection of comfort, and p ro
tection of health.

I think,  for example, of hearings that this committee he ld unde r 
the chairmanship of Mr. Williams recently which shed new light  on it.

I think  the whole public and the Nation are beginning to realize 
tha t it is not just safety from fall ing objects that we need to prepa re 
for, but it  is also public protection.

Now, as a result communities are beginning to  take what I rega rd 
as a wise init iative. They are forming noise abatement committees.

We even have a national  noise abatement council now because the  
solution is not any one single agency or g roups’ responsibility.

For  example, if  you sta rt soon enough, as we have on this Chanti lly 
Airport, you buy a large amount of land. You get it at a reasonable 
price because the  metropolitan area has not spread out there. You 
then make long runways and you surround the runways with a zone.

The Federal Housing Administration provides tha t they will not 
fund mortgages. They have a policy of what you might call mort 
gage zoning around airpo rts and in tha t way they not only make the 
prospective buyer aware of what the problem will be, bu t they also 
make it a littl e more difficult for him to finance a home.

Then the pilots thinking  ahead help us devise an air traffic patte rn 
tha t reduces the noise factor. The operators are  willing to opera te in 
a different way.

The airp ort managers are more considerate and sensitive to the 
community. There is plenty of time. But when you come back to a 
situation such as faces you in Illinois and in some other places, it is a 
much tougher  situation and there is jus t no question bu t what some 
of the jets are more silent than  some of the propeller  airplanes.

There is one p articular airplane tha t makes more noise than most 
of the  jets. It  is t rue tha t the he licopter is a pret ty noisy device, but 
with the turbine-powered helicopters there is hope of abating some 
of that noise.

But for the moment the best thing that can be done is fo r the  own
ers, the operators , the local authori ties, the community officials who 
are concerned and  the Federal Aviation Agency, all working together 
as they are now doing in Los Angeles, in New York, and in this area, 
to get together and do what can be done to reroute, repa ttern , require 
constant vigilence a t all times and at all times working on noise re
search abatement because the source of noise is the engine, is the 
power.

Mr. Collier. My question regarding the long-range zoning pro
posals in some of these areas and communities, is prompted by spe
cifically, of course, the  situation  at Midway tha t I am sure you are
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very fami liar with where we have one of the busiest airports in the 
world set within  a very heavily populated residential area.

It  is one th at is not used for jet traffic as you know, but one which 
poses a national hazard because apparently in the past—and I  at tempt 
not to lay any blame on anyone’s doorstep—there was probably lack 
of foresight somewhere along the line in tha t setup there at Midway.

In fact, the homes there are just set side by side as you know, it 
is a very compactly populated  area and here you have this tremen
dously busy airpor t from which there may be relief at O’llare , but 
which anyone going through the area cannot help but draw his 
attention  to this potential hazard tha t exists there.

Mr. Halaby. A couple of initiatives have been taken in this area. 
One is the community noise abatement group. They have afforded 
some relief and certainly a lot of understanding.

Another is one particular community has provided for tax relief to 
those afflicted part icularly  by the noise which may have resulted in 
lack of foresight.

In th is instance those in this kind of zone that  you are talking  about 
are given by the local taxing author ities relief since they, you might 
say, a re the victims of the progress of the whole community which 
is gaining air  commerce while these people are losing sleep.

Mr. Collier. It  did not help this situation a few years ago when 
a plane crashed in that very heavily populated area.

I would ju st hope tha t in all of these plans by reason of what we 
see there and by reason of the fact tha t the facilities  will n ot handle 
the jet travel,  long-range plann ing and some real foresight is used 
where construction is expanded or in fact  where new construction is 
contemplated.

That  is all I have, Mr. Chairman. Thank  you.
Mr. Williams. Now, on page 3, in the middle, I  notice this language 

used in the bi ll :
Would render ineligible for Federal gran t assistance the cost of constructing 

airport buildings, or any portion thereof.
And then there is a  rather  vague exception written  in— 

except as needed to assure the sa fety of persons at  the ai rport.
Just what does tha t mean, the safety  of persons at the airpo rt ? 

Does tha t include traffic lights or streets running to the a irpor t which, 
of course, are necessary for the safety of persons at the airport ?

In other words, I  would think that term could be so broadly con
strued that i t could include anything.

I wonder what gave rise to the use of tha t language?
Mr. Halaby. We are try ing  to protect persons from the operations 

of aircra ft in, on, and around the airport.
Mr. Williams. I assumed tha t was the inten tion, but do you not feel 

tha t this langauge is rather broad ?
Mr. Halaby. I t mav be considered broad, sir. The idea behind is to 

enable us to select on the basis of that prim ary criterion, does it p rotect 
people. Not necessarily does it keep them warm or happy,  but does 
it keep them safe.

The primary  criterion here would be safety.
Fo r example, you might sav t ha t it would lie nice i f there were a 

lounge, but you would say it is essential t ha t there be a blas t fence so
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tha t when a je t or a turbo prop taxies away from the line they are not  
blown over; they are not necessarily kept comfortable by Federal 
matching  money, but they are kept safe.

So I think  a little discretion should be allowed.
I assure you i t would not be abused. If  it was, I am sure we would 

hear about i t right away.
Mr. Williams. Of course, we are trying to write laws which would 

apply no matte r who might  be the Administrato r.
I wonder if an amendment could not be devised which would 

possibly rest rict tha t to the protection of safety of persons at the air 
por t from actual aviation operations. Would the Agency have any 
ob j ection to tha t ?

Mr. Halaby. No, sir; tha t is what was intended.
Mr. W illiams. The reason I  say tha t is th at it could be construed 

so broadly tha t it could conceivably apply even to the protection of 
persons from exposure to the weather and, of course, could be used as a 
means, if  the Agency chose to do it, to build terminal buildings or any
thing else they might decide to build.

Mr. Halaby. We would be glad to suggest a phrase which you could 
consider a long with your own, sir, but I think it would be a helpful 
clarification.

Mr. Williams. We are just exploring it now. I was tryin g to find 
out if  the Agency was married  to that language  or whether they  were 
willing to qualify it?

Mr. Halaby. We are just  married to  safety.
Mr. Williams. On page 6 where you discuss the reversion to the 

discretionary fund of all State apportionment, the argument in favor 
of contrac t authority  ra ther than annual appropriations is, or  appears 
to be, that, sponsors need at least 18 months, possibly 2 years, to plan 
and make matching funds available by bond issues and so forth.

Yet here it is proposed to take away funds not obligated in 1 year. 
Does that conflict with the argument  fo r the need for i8 months pl an
ning?

Mr. Halaby. I do not think so, sir, because in the first place, through 
activities such as the preparation of this national airport plan com
munities have been coming to us and talk ing to us informally and 
planning with us about an ai rport.

Second, when you authorize and appropriate to us we immediately 
have something to work with and the communities have a full  year 
in which to come to us and enable us to check the criter ia and to obli
gate the  funds.

The very, very important  thing is th at these funds shall surely be 
available for the succeeding years when the community works out the 
project and it  does take years, even with the best planning and the 
best intentions.

Now since this is a new provision we have provided tha t the already 
authorized funds could be obligated over a 2-year period ra the r than 
one.

But with this much warning and wi th th is much foresight we think 
you could get  the communities to be ready to permit a program to be 
approved and the obligations to occur in this short period.

Then if they could not quite make it, it  would be possible to use 
these funds elsewhere on a prio rity  basis for the national system.
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Mr. W illiams. Going over to page 8, in the middle of the page, 
you discuss section 6 (a) and (b) of the proposed legislation which 
would provide for the Government’s own construction of faci lities fo r 
air traffic control, weather reporting, and so forth.

I presume th at applies to airpo rts t ha t are built in the future under 
this legislation and does not apply to contract  agreements which 
have been entered into in the past ?

Mr. Halaby. I t would not be retroactive, but if an airp ort which 
had received some Federal aid had been unable to bui ld a tower and 
they and we believed that a tower was necessary for  safety of opera- *.
tions for air  car riers and general aviation  a ircra ft, we could then, out 
of the regular construction budget of the Federa l Aviation Agency, 
build a tower.

Conceivably even we could build a tower through the purchase of an r
easement on top of a termina l building.  This is legally possible, as 
you know, and in certain instances desirable.

Mr. Williams. Of course, I  anticipa ted that  answer. I realize tha t 
and I go along with tha t suggestion, but where you have already air 
ports where there are adequate facilities  provided in the terminal by 
the cities o r by the local communities and it would be economically 
feasible to retain those rented or leased facilities rath er than  build 
new facilities , does the  Agency have any discretion in rega rd to tha t 
kind of situation ?

In other  words, is the Agency required by this legislation to go out 
and build its own facility, or does the Agency have some discretion 
with respect to the leasing of facilities.

Mr. H alaby. We are not required by this legislation and if there is 
any indication to you or any other member of the committee or staff 
that this does require it, we would like to e liminate that  because we do 
want the discretion; if they have adequate facilities tha t solves the 
problem. Tha t is all we are seeking to do.

Mr. W illiams. Do you feel th at it would be necessary or desirable 
tha t the committee should write in the criter ia which should be fol
lowed in such cases ?

In other words, tha t wherever it is in the public interes t or it is 
economically feasible, to build these towers, but where it is not eco
nomically feasible tha t they should use a lease to carry out the »
purpose ?

Mr. H alaby. Well, sir, I have not thoug ht about tha t except for a 
few seconds, but I think-----

Mr. W illiams. I think  you can probably  divorce the  tower situa- »
tion from what I am talking about. I am talking about your weather 
reporting  facilities and airc raft  control facilities where advance 
planning has a lready placed i t within  the te rminal building itself, or 
within buildings owned by the city which may meet all of the needs 
tha t the Agency has.

In a case of that kind, it might be cheaper for the Agency to rent 
tha t space rathe r than to go out and bui ld the ir own.

I wonder if the Agency would be willing to write some kind of 
criteria  into  the building of tha t kind of situation.

Mr. Halaby. May we consider that, Mr. Chairman ?
Mr. W illiams. I  know you state there are 15 airpo rts which you 

consider would meet your criteria . Would you give the  committee a 
list of those?
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Air. H alaby. Yes, sir;  at present or do you want us to supply tha t 
for the record ?

Mr. W illiams. You may supply it for the record. The committee 
would like to have it.

(The information  referred to follows:)
Minneapolis, Minn., Crystal l 
Minneapolis, Minn., Flying  Cloud 
Muncie, Ind., Municipal 
Decatur , Ill., Municipal 
Alton, Ill ., Civic Memorial 
El Centro, Calif., Imper ial County 
Hawthorne, Calif., Municipal 
Modesto, Calif. , Modesto City-County

San Diego, Calif., Gillespie Field 
Farm ington, N. Mex., Municipal 
Fresno, Calif., Chandle r 
Monterey, Calif., Monterey Peninsu la 
Santa  Barba ra,  Calif., Municipa l 
San ta Rosa, Calif., Sonoma C ounty 
Torrance , Calif., Munic ipal

Mr. Williams. I believe that  is all.
Mr. Halaby, as these hearings  progress, I am sure other questions 

will arise, questions dealing with the attention given to general  air 
ports in this  legislation, questions in rega rd to various and sundry 
other aspects of the legislation which you and I  both know covers 
quite a bit of ground and is rather broad.

In all probab ility these hearings will continue throughout this  
week and possibly into the  next week.

I am wondering if you or  some of the representatives of  the Agency 
who would be clothed with authority  to  speak for the Agency migh t 
be willing to come back before the committee at a late r date to 
answer questions about matte rs tha t migh t arise subsequent to the 
hearings.

Air. H alaby. I will be glad to, sir. I will be out of town for  some 
of tha t time due to a policy I  have adopted of going out  to  our field 
facilities and trying to manage the Agency from there rather than  
just from sit ting  down on New York Avenue.

So I will be in Fo rt Wor th and Oklahoma City for  pa rt of this 
time, but I can ge t back o r I can delegate someone to speak for the 
Agency.

Mr. Williams. Let me say, Air. Halaby, tha t we appreciate your 
coming before the committee. We are very happy to have you before 
the committee. We hope tha t we will be able to work very closely 
with you in the  future  in regard to matters coming within our mutual 
jurisdictions.

I personally want to congratulate you for  some of the steps tha t 
you have already taken in your Agency, not dealing with airports, 
but in the  promulgation of rules and criter ia.

Last week it was my privilege to attend one of your so-called air- 
share meetings dow*n in my area where pilots from several of the 
States, airpor t opera tors, and others, came m to ai r the ir views before 
the Agency.

In view of  the fact  th at some of the rules tha t have been promul
gated by the previous Administ rator were either misunderstood or 
complete in formation had not gotten out to the aviation community 
on those rules before they were put into effect, I  think tha t you are 
acting very wisely in taking them into your council’s confidence.

I  think  this is an excellent step in the righ t direction.
I, for one, am very happy to congratula te you for it.
Air. Halaby. I appreciate tha t because it  is a time-consuming and 

often difficult t hing  to do, but we are going to do i t more and more.
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Before coming here I met with the Secretary of Labor  and the 
Feinsinger Commission, Chairman Feinsinger and Mr. Mann, who 
are charged by the President with attem pting to achieve a solution 
to the controversy surrounding the pilots and the flight engineers.

I have met with  the pilots, w ith flight engineers, with the  operators, 
as members o f this aviation community tha t you are talk ing about. 
I  commend to  this committee the need for public a ttention  and scru
tiny on this problem in the next couple of weeks as they enter into 
thei r final phases of deliberation.

I think tha t the crisis in  the  cockpit can be solved in the next cou
ple of weeks.

I know the Preside nt intends th at i t be solved.
I am going down tomorrow to address the  Airport Operators Coun

cil because I feel they ought to understand this bill and criticize it 
and analyze it  wi th you and th at we owe them the public in format ion 
necessary to do so.

I feel t ha t the general aviation community, which is the growing, 
the most r apidly  growing member of the aviation community, needs 
a lot more a ttention, as you said, and we are going to have more of 
these air-share meetings.

We find s ituations like th at up around  Mar tha’s Vineyard and on 
the cape area have not been given the attention—the little guy in 
this business needs some more atten tion because he is not as well 
equipped, he is not as well heeled, and he needs communications and 
airpo rts and consideration, and we are going to give i t to him because 
he needs it as part of the aviation community.

Mr. W illiams. Mr. Devine.
Mr. Devine. Mr. Halaby,  will you tell  me roughly what is the dis

tribution of your Federa l Aviation Agency news which has been 
adopted by the current administrat ion.

A sheet comes out perhaps weekly or more often ?
Mr. H alaby. I th ink I had bet ter ask Mr. Dean if he knows roughly 

what those figures are?
Mr. Dean. There are about 40,000 copies, they go chiefly to our 

installat ions and are available, however, fo r any member of the  public 
who might wish to pick  one up at our flight service stat ions, but they 
are basically distributed with in the Agency.

Mr. Devine. I might  say tha t that  is an excellent step forward.  
I think we had probably the first so-called air-share  meeting in my 
jurisdict ion in Columbus, Ohio, last September, at which the  airc raft 
owners, pilots, and other ai rminded people a ttended. It  was a rather 
lively meeting.

I think the g reat  misunderstanding between the private pilots, air 
craf t owners, and FA A was lack of communication facilities.

It  seemed to me if documents like these your organization puts 
out, were p ut into the hands of your priva te operators many of the 
problems could be washed out just by mutual unders tanding of your 
problems.

Mr. Williams. Mr. ITalabv, we are pleased to have with us this 
morning our colleague Mr. Kei th, of Massachusetts, who is not a mem
ber o f the subcommitte, but is a  member of the paren t committee.

Mr. Keith  has indicated he would like to ask a question or so in 
regard to a local situation.
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Mr. Keith.
Mr. K eith . I had not intended to get into this discussion. I came 

to learn, but it so happens th at I  represent the ai rport tha t you singled 
out as being the one tha t has been slighted.

I wonder if you could be a little  more specific with reference to 
Cape Cod, Nantucket and Martha’s Vineyard .

Mr. H alaby. Mr. Kei th, I  happen to love tha t area  up  there  and I 
have spent some summers up there. I know the  problems of sudden 
weather changes.

I know how many priva te pilots  frequent tha t area, par ticu larly 
in the summer months.

I feel it is an  area where there are air  carrier operations, mili tary  
operations, but more and more there are more little  guys flying in 
and out of there in small single engine or small light twins.

Mr. K eith . You have one righ t in front of you and one rig ht  back 
of you.

Mr. H alaby. Well, I am in poor shape then.
Mr. Keith . Mr. Borsari  in back of you and I  am in front of you.
Mr. Halaby. The airpor t at Hyannis has needed some improvement.
I think  Senators  Saltonstall, Kennedy, and Smith, and perhaps 

you, yourself, have suggested some improvements. They will oe com
pleted in early summer.

They will serve both air carr iers and private aviation.
It  has been very hard to check the weather up in tha t area. We have 

not had a kind of hot line on which flight service could give you 
weather predictions and on some occasions there have eithe r been 
accidents or pilots just  scared half  to death because of lack of weather 
information.

We are  putt ing  in a line  t ha t will enable the private pilots to find 
out in tha t rapidly changing climatical condition up there what  the 
situation is.

These are not very expensive. It  is just more attention to  the needs 
of general aviation.

Mr. Keit ii. We certainly welcome your interest. I have suffered 
from this weather problem th at you mention, but I  do think th at three 
big steps have already been taken, in this  very area.

We now have ILS which is going to be operational in Hyann is on 
June 15, Nantucket shortly  th erea fter ; and you have made some real 
steps in Martha ’s Vineyard.

If  we could get more and bette r weather information, it would 
be very helpful.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to join with th is subcommittee as a member of the full 

committee in welcoming you, Mr. Halaby, to this new assignment 
and hope th at you will live up to  the expectations tha t the committee 
has expressed.

Mr. Williams. Mr. Halaby,  to get back to the bill for a minute, 
how did the agency arrive  at  the figure of $375 million, or $75 million 
for each of the 5 fiscal years ?

Mr. Halaby. Mr. Chairman, we looked first at the requirements in 
the 5-year national airpor t plan.

Mr. Williams. Assuming that we should authorize this in full, 
how much money would tha t take?
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Mr. Halaby. If  you authorized tha t in full, under the old plan, 
the old bill, in other words, if you just reenacted, i f you just extended 
tha t bill, i t would call for approximately $550 million over 5 years, or 
$110 million a year.

So the $75 million would fal l short of meeting the requirements by 
some 30 percent.

Mr. W illiams. The $75 million still falls short of meeting the re
quirements by some 30 percent?

Mr. H alaby. No, sir; it does not, in th is respect, th at by providing 
for the construction of towers and other safety facilities  out of the-----

Mr. W illiams. That does no t come out of this  fund, the construc
tion of towers?

Mr. Halaby. That is righ t, so in a sense this is a supplement to 
meet some of these $1,082 million requirements. Changing  the prac 
tice of funding the construction of towers and other Federal space 
will amount to approximately  $20 million. In  addition, the discon
tinuance of Federal funding for public use space in terminal build 
ings will reduce the amount $90 million, or over a 5-year period 
approximately $110 million.

Mr. Williams. Originally it was contemplated tha t towers would 
be constructed under this money ?

Mr. Halaby. Yes, sir.
Air. W illiams. So when you take towers out tha t reduces the to tal 

requirement?
Mr. Halaby. If  towers and public use space were to be eliminated, 

the total requirement would be reduced by $110 million. It  would 
drop it  down to about $900 million.

Mr. Williams. Previously  the cost of towers was shared by the 
States  and the Federal Government.

Mr. Halaby. Yes, sir.
We also, in providing some of the inrunway lighting, et cetera, at 

75 percent versus 25 percent we are increasing the amount available.
So in our judgment we are coming pretty  close to meeting the re

quirements.
Mr. W illiams. Now, you have put this on a 5-year basis. Assum

ing tha t the entire amount of $75 million should be authorized and 
tha t the Congress should go along 100 percent with the bill, should 
surrender its purse strings  and controls to the agency and jus t turn  
the agency completely loose, would there be any necessity at the end 
of these 5 years for ano ther ai rport bill ?

Mr. Halaby. If  the economy and popula tion of the United States 
grows the  way we expect it to, the answer is “Yes.”

We would hope tha t the communities having grown more mature 
and prosperous over the 1960’s would be able to do more and more.

As you suggest Jackson,  Miss., would do, and, therefore, requires 
less Federal aid.

But so far  as we see the development of nationa l aviation the re
quirement is going to grow as the economy and population grows.

Mr. Williams. Does this plan take into account the growth factor?
Mr. Halaby. Yes, sir.
Mr. W illiams. I s thi s plan devised with the idea of reducing F ed

eral partic ipation at the end of 5 years, or with the idea of perhaps
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just overhauling the program and going right ahead with continued 
Federa l partic ipation at the same level, or grea ter level?

Mr. H alaby. Mr. Chairman, I take a lot of pride in the work my 
associates have been doing in planning  5 years ahead.

As I said, I think it is a unique document in terms of Federal 
Government planning ahead on a sensible basis.

I have supplemented this work by a rather hard  headed group of 
men brought in from the outside on what I believe has been described

* to you as Project Horizon, where we are try ing to set 10-year goals for 
national aviation.

We hope dur ing the summer we will have something worthy of your  
scrutiny and consideration in the fall.

These goals would describe the kind of national  aviation system th at 
we would like to have in 1970.

So tha t should shed light on what, a fte r fiscal 1966, provided in this 
bill th is Nation m ight need to have an efficient, safe, convenient trans
portat ion system.

All this does is provide against the next 5 years and it has been in 
consultation with the communities.

Now, I  ought to shut up at this point, but  the idea of your abdi
cating control over appropria tions  is hard for me to visualize. 
Whether it is through the back door or  the fron t door, I believe you 
are going to have control.

My only point would be th at what in your experience and wisdom 
decide, please provide us with that extention of the authority tha t will 
let us do an economical rath er th an a bi t by bit job.

Mr. Williams. The committee will consider that.
As I say, I  am hoping tha t the committee will do this job within 

the framework of our regular legislative process and not surrender its 
prerogatives to the executive agency.

How t ha t will be done, of course, will depend on the wishes of the 
committee and the Congress.

Are there any fur ther questions.
Mr. Halaby, thank you very much. We are very happy to have had 

you over.
„ We will undoubtedly  meet with you quite often during th e year.

As I  say, I  hope we may find our work together to be pleasant and 
frui tful .

Thank  you very much.
• Mr. H alaby. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,  very much.

Mr. Williams. The committee will  now stand adjourned unti l 10 
o’clock tomorrow morning.

(Thereupon a t 11: 50 a.m. the  subcommittee was recessed, to recon
vene at 10 a.m., Wednesday, May 10, 1961.)
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H ouse of  R ep re se nt at iv es ,
S ub co mmitte e on  T ra ns po rt at io n, 

and A er on au tics  of  t h e  Com mit te e 
on  I nt er st at e an d F oreig n Com mer ce ,

Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant  to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 1334, 

New House Office Building, Hon. John  Bell Williams (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. W il lia m s . The subcommittee will come to order, please.
This morning the Subcommittee on Transportation  and Aeronau

tics continues its hearings on H.R. 6580 and related bills to extend the 
time for  making grants  under the Fede ral Airpor t Act.

Our first witness this morning is our colleague from Alaska, the 
Hon. Ralph J. Rivers. Mr. Rivers, we will be glad to hear you a t this 
time.

STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH J. RIVERS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN  
CONGRESS FROM THE  STATE OF ALASKA

Mr. R iver s. Mr. Chairman, I  appreciate the opportunity to  be heard 
on H.R. 6580, a bill to amend the Federa l Airpor t Act so as to extend 
the time fo r making gran ts under provisions of such act, and for other 
purposes. I fully endorse the terms of th is legislation.

For the first time since the creation o f the Federal airport program, 
Alaska, by virtue of provisions of the legislation now pending before 
this subcommittee, would be treated on an equal footing with the other  
States. I cannot fully emphasize how im portant  it is to th e S tate of 
Alaska to fully partic ipate  in this  valuable program to meet the pro
jected needs for a irpor t improvements, expansion and construction.

Under the existing Federal airp ort program, Alaska’s share each 
year has come from a special fund  set aside for Alaska, Puerto  Rico, 
the Virgin Islands, and Hawai i. Last year Alaska received an alloca
tion of only $1,350,000 which the State  matched with $450,000, for a 
total program of $1,800,000. Had it not been for d iscretionary funds, 
Alaska could not have kept its a irpo rt program on schedule. Fortu 
nately Alaska’s eligibility to pa rticipate in the discretionary fund was 
established by legislation enacted by Congress 2 years ago.

Under the terms of the legislation now pending before this  subcom
mittee, the State  of Alaska would receive a Federal allocation of 
$3,994,844 yearly, with the State  matching $2,396,906 for a total an
nual program of $6,391,750 for each of the next 5 years. The Federa l 
Aviation Agency has listed as justifiable new facilities for Alcan, 
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Andreafski, Anvik, Barrow, Buckland Chevak, Chignik, Clarks 
Point , Eek, Holikachuk, King  Cove, Kipnuk, Kokrines, Mountain 
Village, Napakiak, New Knock Hock, Nunapitchuk, Ohogamute, 
Pedro Bay, Petersburg, Quinhagak, Rainy Pass, Russian Mission, 
St. George Is land, St. Michael, Savoonga, Scammon Bay, Shageluk, 
Sheldon Point , Stebbins, Swanson River, Teller, and Tununak. The 
FA A also has recommended tha t many of the 235 ai r facili ties located 
throughout  Alaska be improved during the 5-year period covered by 
the pending  legislation. These improvements would be made to keep 
pace with the  ever-increasing passenger load. The FAA predicts th at 
226,000 passengers will be taking off and landing  at the major air 
centers in Alaska in 1966. Accordingly, I fully support this 
legislation.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I than k the subcommittee for giving me 
the opportuni ty to be heard.

Mr. Williams. Are there any questions? If  not, we appreciate 
your appearance and testimony, Mr. Rivers.

Mr. Rivers. Thank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. W illiams. Our next witness is Mr. James D. Ramsey, director 

of the Michigan Department of Aeronautics and chairman of the 
National A irpo rt Survey Committee.

Mr. Ramsey.

STATEMENT OF JAMES D. RAMSEY, DIRECTOR, MICHIGAN DEPART
MENT OF AERONAUTICS, AND CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL AIRPORT
SURVEY COMMITTEE

Mr. Ramsey. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Friedel, my name is James 
D. Ramsey. I am represen ting at this  stage the National Airp ort 
Survey Committee.

This committee is composed of members of the Airp ort Operators’ 
Coqj^cil, the American Association of Airpor t Executives, and the 
National Association of State  Aviation Officials.

These three groups are part icula rly interested in the development 
of the Nation’s airports, and while they were unanimous in thei r opin- 
ix>n tha t the act should be extended, they fully recognized th at Con
gress needs more than opinions, and this committee was formed to 
attem pt to gather some facts and statist ics tha t we hope will sub
stantiate the  need for the continuation of the program.

The manner in which we went about this survey was not entirely 
something new inasmuch as the three organizations had previously 
conducted two surveys of a similar nature .

Headquarte rs were set up in the State  of Michigan, and the com
mittee designed the standard questionnaire forms. And this year we 
went a little fur the r than  we had in the past, in that we asked for 
considerably more informat ion, more detailed information.

A State  coordina tor was appointed in each State and these ques
tionnaires were sent to  the State  coordinator who in tu rn transm itted 
the document to the publicly owned airports within his State.

It  was then the responsibility of the State coordinator to compile 
these figures on a single sheet and send them back to  nat ional head
quarters. We then compiled those into a final report.
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The final report has been published, and I would like to present 
copies of this to the committee and, of course, also to  your technical 
staff.

This par ticu lar report contains a tremendous amount of informa
tion, and I do not want to take  the time o f the committee today to go 
through each point. However, in order  to touch on the highl ights  
of the survey, we have developed some slides wdiich we would like to 
show to the committee which, we think, maybe bring for th some of the 
salient points.

This  first slide, gentlemen, at tempts to show the extent of the cover
age of the survey itself. It  ranges from 100 percent in the gray- 
colored States  down to less than 20 percent in the red-colored States. 
We do have a complete coverage of some percentage throu ghou t the 
entire country.

Mr. Williams. What do you mean by “complete coverage” ? Do 
you mean tha t every airpor t was contacted ?

Mr. Ramsey. Not tha t every airport was contacted, but every air 
port  that  received a quest ionnaire returned the questionnaire in those 
States, that indicate 100 percent.

This is a percentage return as related agains t the questionnaire 
factors sent out.

Mr. Williams. And you surveyed all of the airports  ?
Mr. Ramsey. We surveyed somewhat less than  all of the publicly 

owned a irports . I have a char t tha t follows this that will indicate 
the number of airports  surveyed.

This indicates the airpo rts tha t were reported in the survey. We 
asked the State  coordinators to fill in the total  of airpo rts in each 
State. From this we totaled this first column which indicates a  total 
of around 7,600 publicly owned airports in the country,  of which there  
were some 800 and some, the balance being general aviation—I beg 
your pardon—this is not all publicly owned airports. This is total a ir
ports  of which in excess of 50 percent are priva tely owned airports  
over the  country.

On the public airports, it came out about 3,600 public a irports re
ported on the survey.

The next bar indicates the number of airp orts  shown on the nationa l 
airport plan, 1961, the national  airport plan which is approximately 
3,300 airports .

Incidentally, the red area indicates the air-c arrie r airports  in the 
general aviation airports.

The number of airpo rts that received questionnaires is represented 
by this column, which is slight ly in excess of the number tha t is ca r
ried on the national  airport plan. It  is about 3,400 airports.

This column reports or represents the retu rns from the survey. 
Actually, this represents the airports  reporting  projection. There 
were about 1,500 questionnaires returned out of the 3,300 tha t we sent 
out, giving us a total coverage of around 46 percent. And as to the 
percentage between the two types of airports, 62 percent of the car
rier  airports  contacted reported and about 30 percent of the general 
aviation ai rpor ts reports reported.

The survey indicated, reported  this number of airc raft , approxi
mately 85,000 o r a little  less, o f general aviation  airc raf t and 2,100 
air-carrie r aircraft . We thought i t rath er significant that on the actual 
surveys themselves—this figure here represents what the States re-
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ported and not necessarily what the  individual surveys reported—but 
on the individual  surveys we have some 35,000 general aviation air 
craft reported  on that, of which 58 percent of them were located on 
air-carrie r fields. The other was 42 on general aviation fields.

If  you have any questions, gentlemen, as I go along here I will 
be happy to answer them.

This attempts to show you the relationship and the results of the 
survey relative, on your left  here, to the number of projects and their 
distribution among the two categories of airports. »

We show 1,874 projects p lanned on general aviation ai rport s against 
1,264 on air-carr ier airports  or about 60-40 split in the number of 
projects.

We come to the r igh t and this represents the dollar volume involved F
in the projects requested, and the ratio  reverses itself rath er strongly 
in that  the air carri er represents some 86 percent requirement on the 
dollar volume; general aviation? about 14 percent.

In total  dollars our survey indicated a need over a 4-year period 
of $1,125 million of which $964 was requested by a ir-carrier airpo rts;
$160 million, by general aviation airports.

The survey also requested information on the amount of funds 
available to meet this express need. The survey indicated tha t it 
delivers approximately $588 million of local and State  funds to be 
available to meet this  need over the next 4 years, which left the sum 
of about $537 million over a 4-year period over additional funds that  
were needed if all of th is work was to be accomplished in th at time.

We have attempted to show her how the work would be spread 
out. This is how the surveys indicated they needed the improvements.

As you can see, the bulk of  the money would go into the basics of 
the airport, paving, preparation of site, and land which would ex
ceed 60 percent o f the total. We thought it rathe r inte resting to know 
the requirements for termina l bui ldings construction which we recog
nize is a  controversial subject. Nevertheless, i t is a needed develop
ment for airpo rts and the survey showed tha t approximately 22 
percent o f the  funds needed were planned for terminal buildings, and 
dividing this  down, and again this  percentage here relates to the 
total dolla r percentage, 4 percent, it  is estimated, would be spend for *■
providing of  a FA A rent- free space and tha t is a little  too confining.
Actually, t ha t should be Federa l ren t-free space since it would include 
Weather Bureau facilities.

Six percent is for public use areas and approximately 12 percent *
of the total would go to the revenue-producing areas within the term i
nal building themselves.

Now this includes a breakdown of the terminal build ing cost. How
ever, these percentages are related now to the total of the terminal  
building cost rathe r than the to tal dolla r cost of all projects planned.

It  indicated tha t 54 percent of the money is to be spent fo r revenue- 
producing space within the terminal  building; 18 percent of the total 
terminal building cost would go into Federa l rent-free space, and 28 
percent would go into public use space within the terminal.

We attempted also—well, I should say how we arrived  at these 
part icular figures, was using some known costs on developing these 
part icular portions of  the building. It  came out $32 per square foot 
on the cost of rent-free space and $22 per  square foot for  all other 
space.
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Mr. Williams. Before you leave that, what is the difference between 
the revenue-producing area and  the public use area ?

Mr. Ramsey. The primary difference would be restrooms and lob
bies, hallways, and things  of  that  nature, which would be public use.

Revenue producing would be restaurants,  airline service space, 
renta l car space, and things of that  nature.

Mr. Williams. I see.
Mr. Ramsey. We also asked the a irports to indicate what they were 

receiving as an average for this par ticu lar space. This is not quite 
a f air  comparison as our previous chart indicated what was planned. 
This indicates what is being charged.

It  show’s $2.64 per square foot ren tal charge on the revenue produc
ing, an average of 87 cents for a service charge on the rent-free space 
and, of course, nothing in the public use.

However, in analyzing  this  from the standpoint  of what they indi 
cated they would like to charge in the future , this w’ould go up to $3, 
according to their estimates.

This w’ould go up to $1.03. These are averages throughou t the 
country as reported on the survey.

This chart is something we would like to  draw’ particular ly to your 
attention. We think tha t it is very significant. As I have pointed 
out to you earlier, these three organizations conducted two simila r 
surveys in the past. We conducted one survey and it  covered the 
period 1956 and 1957.

The second survey covered a 4-year period from 1958 to 1961. 
And now the third survey covers the  period from 1962 through 1965.

We have attempted to relate on this char t our forecast against what 
actually happened durin g the 6-year period of our previous surveys.

The column on the left represents the forecast of the survey. The 
gray column in each of the years represents the  forecast tha t the survey 
said would be the need that  would exist in tha t part icular year. The 
green bar  in each of the years represents the  actual number  of p roject 
requests received by the, in this case, the  CAA and the FAA in later 
years. The red bar represents the actual appropriation of funds for 
tha t year to cover the requests as represented by the green bar.

.1 want to point out tha t in each of  these cases, the  green and the 
red bars, it was necessary f or us to  double the figures submitted,  be
cause they represented only requests for Federa l funds which is 
approximately  one-half of the tota l p rojec t cost.

I think you will note in each year, with the exception of 1958, the 
project  requests have exceeded the forecast of the survey which wre 
believe pre tty well establishes the accuracy of the survey, and even 
in 1958 this was involved in the extension of the  program and a late  
program announcement date. We combined these 2 years together 
since, you will notice, the requests far  exceed the level of requests in 
other years, and it still follows through tha t the total requests far  
exceeded tha t we forecast in our annual survey.

I th ink that is all.
Following the completion of the technical data, gentlemen, we 

recognized tha t this par ticu lar booklet, with this detail, would not 
be of  vital interest  to all parties, and it was at tha t time that the 
American Municipal Association, the National Association of County 
Officials, and the U.S. Conference of Mayors joined with the first
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three groups and produced a brouchure which contained the salient 
points of the broad survey itself, together with editorial  comments 
representing the three groups’ feelings on the need fo r the  extension 
of the act.

Iwould like to call your attention to the f act  tha t these six organ i
zations are organizations of Government entities and are not organi
zations of profit or private interest.

This brochure will be distributed to all Members of Congress and 
will be distributed also to virtua lly all of th e cities and local govern
ments that are interested in the program.

I would also like to have the record have copies of th is part icular 
report. Fo r your information, all of these slides that I have shown 
you are contained within the ful l report , together with an explanation 
of the slides.

Tha t completes my testimony, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Williams. Thank you, sir. I believe, Mr. Ramsey, th at you 

will come back late r before the subcommitee to testify  with a different 
hat on.

Is that right ?
Mr. Ramsey. Tha t is correct, sir.
Mr. Williams. I presume tha t the committee will probably want 

to withhold questioning until then.
Do any of the members have any questions now ?
Mr. F riedel. No.
Mr. H arris. No.
(The documents referred to above are as follows:)
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COMMENTS ON THE 1961 -  1965 
NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY 

AND
PROPOSED CHANGES IN 

THE FEDERAL AIRPORT ACT

The F ed e ra l A ir p o rt  Act  ex p ir es June  JO,  19 61 . To su pport  i t s  con ti nuance  
and o b ta in  da ta  in  su p p o rt  of  major  ch an ge s i n  th e  Ac t and  th e  a d m in is tr a 
ti o n  th e re o f , i t  was de te rm in ed  th a t  a c u rre n t a p p ra is a l of p u b li c  a i r p o r t  
de ve lopm en t duri ng  th e  n ex t fo u r  f i s c a l  y e a rs , Ju ly  1 , 1961 to  Ju ne  30 ,
196 5. wo uld  be  ne ed ed .

Th ree  o rg a n iz a ti o n s—t h e  A ir p o rt  O per at ors  C ounc il , th e  Am erican  A sso c ia ti o n  
of  A ir p o rt  E xec u tives,  an d th e N a ti o n a l A sso c ia ti o n  o f S ta te  A via ti on  
O f f ic ia ls — jo in t ly  co nd uc te d a N ati ona l A ir p o rt  Su rvey  'd ur in g Se ptem be r an d 
Octob er  o f I9 60.

A S ta te  su p e rv is o r d e si g n a te d  fo r  ea ch  S ta te  and T e rr it o ry  se n t q u e s ti o n 
n a ir e s  to  a l l  known a i r p o r t  a u th o r i t ie s  and /o r comm unities  in  h is  S ta te  
th a t  now own a p u b li c  a i r p o r t  o r a re  co nte m pla ting  deve lopm en t o f  a new 
p u b li c  a i r p o r t  duri ng  th e  nex t fo u r y e a rs . The S ta te  su p erv is o r ta b u la te d  
th e  r e p l i e s  of h is  S ta te  and co mpi led a S ta te  o r T e r r i to r i a l  summ ary.
These  sum ma ries were se n t to  th e  N a ti ona l Su rvey  h ead quart e rs  in  M ic higa n,  
whe re th ey  we re ta b u la te d  an d co mpi led on a N a ti o n a l b a s is .

The q u e s ti o n n a ir e  use d in  t h i s  su rv ey  was des ig ned  to  o b ta in  c e r ta in  b a s ic  
in fo rm ati on  on a i r p o r t  de ve lopm en t, as  w e ll  as  a d d it io n a l in fo rm a ti o n  to  
su pport  q u est io n ab le  Item s th a t  hav e be en  k ic ked  ar ou nd  du ring th e  l a s t  s ix  
y ears  o f a c tu a l  pe rfor m an ce  un de r t h i s  prog ram.

The ma in p o in t o f th e  su rv ey  was to  o b ta in  a i r p o r t  deve lopm en t th a t  i s  now 
c u rre n tl y  e l ig ib le  un de r th e  p re se n t F ed era l A ir p o rt Act , co nt em pl at ed  fo r  
each  f i s c a l  year;  an d in  a d d it io n , o th e r  a i r p o r t  deve lopm en t no t now e l ig ib le  
b u t y e t  bein g consi der ed  fo r  de ve lopm en t w it h in  th e  nex t fo u r y e a rs . Da ta on 
th e  s t a tu s  o f lo c a l fu nd s was o b ta in ed , as w e ll  as  th ose  S ta te s  t h a t  were 
p la nnin g to  a s s i s t  f in a n c ia l ly  in  th e  prog ram. F ed era l " re n t- f r e e "  sp ac e was 
o f pr im e im port an ce . The sp on so rs  o f th i s  su rv ey  d e s ir e d  toJ know  how much 
sp ac e was bei ng pro vid ed  a t  th e  p re se n t ti m e, and a t  wh at an nual  r a te  such  
sp ac e was bei ng fu rn is h e d . In  a d d it io n , i t  was d e s ir ed  to  know appro xim at el y 
how much a d d it io n a l " re n t- f re e "  sp ac e wou ld be  re q u ir e d  duri ng  th e  nex t fo u r 
f i s c a l  y e a rs , an d a t  wh at r a te  th ey  a n ti c ip a te d  th is  sp ac e would  be  fu rn is h e d . 
Si nc e bas ed  a i r c r a f t  ha s been  one of  th e  ma in p o in ts  of th e  c r i t e r i a  fo r  
det er m in in g e l i g i b i l i t y  of  a p ro je c t  un de r th e  pr og ram, i t  was d e s ir e d  to  
ob ta in  t h i s  in fo rm ati on  a t  ea ch  lo c a ti o n , as w e ll  as th e  t o t a l  a c t iv e  c i v i l  
a i r c r a f t  w it h in  ea ch  S ta te .

R esu lt s o f th is  su rv ey  show th a t  1, 33 8 a i r p o r t s  a re  pla nnin g 3 ,1 29 p ro je c ts  
duri ng th e  nex t fo u r f i s c a l  y e a rs . T o ta l re p o rt e d  c o s ts  fo r  a l l  a i r p o r t  
de ve lopm en t pl an ne d duri ng  t h i s  fo u r-y e a r  p e ri o d  i s  $1.1  b i l l i o n .  I t  i s  
a n ti c ip a te d  th a t  $5 22 ,000 ,000  of t h i s  c o s t w i l l  become a v a il a b le  fro m lo c a l  
so urc es  an d $6 1, 000,0 00 fro m S ta te  so u rc es , fo r  a t o t a l  o f $583 .0 ° 0 .0 0 0 , 
le av in g  a d e f ic i t ,  o f $5 32 ,0 00 ,0 00 .
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Na tio n's Airp orts

The Nation's  airp or ts  recorded on th ia  survey to ta l 7,66 0,  of  which 53% 
are pr ivat ely owned and 4?% are  pu bl ic ly  owned. Of the  pu bl ic ly  owned 
ai rp or ts , 21% are a ir  ca rr ie r and 79% are general avia ti on . Of the  3,6 31  
public ai rp or ts , 92% were sent  qu es tio nn aire s, which a l i t t l e  over one- 
hal f completed and returned. Of 46% of  tho se retur nin g qu estio nn aires,
1,338 reported proposed development, represe nt ing  approximately 37% of  
a l l  the publ lo airp or ts  In the na tio n.  Out of a pos si ble  811 a ir  ca rr ier 
ai rp or ts , 501 are prop osing  fur ther  ai rp or t deve lopment. This represents  
62% of th ei r to ta l.  General av ia tion , repr esen tin g 2,8 20  airp or ts  In the  *
Nation, only  recorded 30% coverage, with 837 ai rp or ts  re po rt ing.  This 
coverage i s  understand able , because a t a ir  ca rr ie r airp or ts  the re is  more 
ta le nt to  draw upon to  handle a survey of  th is  ty pe . I t  i s  In te re st in g to  
pote that  according to  FAA's pu bl icat io n,  "Air Coranerce Tra ffi c Pat te rn ,■ l /
revised and Issued in  December I96 0, 573 airp or ts  were li s te d  in  the  a ir 
port a ir  ca rr ier ca tego ry . The survey as reported by the  St at es  li s te d  
811 a ir  ca rr ier ai rp or ts , of  whloh 501 rep orted development.  Each of  
these thr ee tabu la tio ns  re ve al s th at  5% were la rg e hubs, 6% medium hubs,
14% sm all  hubs, and the  remaining 75% fo r non-h ubs. The follo wing tabu
la ti on  shows the st at us of  airp or ts  covered in  th is  re po rt . Further  
d eta il s may be found in  Tables 1,  2 , and 3 .

Type

Grand Total

Air
Carrier

General
Av iat ion Tota l

Pub lic 811 2,8 20 3.631
% 10 .6 36 .8 47 .4

Pr iva te 2 4,027 4,029
% - 52 .6 52 .6

Total 813 6,8 47 7,660
% 10 .6 89 .4 100

Air por ts Surveyed

Xyp*
Air

C^r^ep
General
Av iat ion Tota l

1 . Total Pub. Airports 811 2,8 20 3,631
% 22 78 100

2 . Question,  sent 736 2,628 3,364
% 22 78 100
% of  n 91 93 93

3 . Question,  returned 523 1,020 1,5*3
% 33 .9 66 .1 100
% of  #2 73 39 46
% of #1 66 36 43
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R ep ort in g P ro je c ts 501 837 1.33 8
$ 37 63 100
$ of #3 94 82 86
$ o f #2 68 32 40
$ of  #1 62 30 37

N a ti o n 's  A ir c ra f t

The Su rvey  shows th a t  g en era l a v ia ti o n  a i r c r a f t ,  and n o t th e  a i r l i n e s  w ith 
th e i r  gla morou s j e t  l in e r s ,  i s  th e  r e a l  g ia n t o f a v ia ti o n . Of th e  86 ,583  
a i r c r a f t  re co rd ed  in  th e  N at io n , 97.5 $ we re g en era l a v ia ti o n  a i r c r a f t ,  w hil e  
on ly  2 .5 $  o r 2,12 7 we re c la s s i f i e d  as  a i r  c a r r i e r  a i r c r a f t .  Of th e  gr an d 
t o t a l  re co rd ed , 90$ a re  s in g le  en gi ne  a i r c r a f t  an d 10$ a re  m u lt i- en g in e  a i r 
c r a f t .  Of th e  t o t a l  a i r c r a f t  re co rd ed  in  th e  N at io n, tw o -f if th s  of th ese  
a i r c r a f t  a re  ba se d a t  th ose  a i r p o r t s  re p o rt in g  de ve lop me nt on t h is  su rv ey .
Of th e 35 .5 96  a i r c r a f t  ba se d a t  a i r p o r t s  consi d eri n g  deve lopm ent in  th e  n ex t 
fo u r  y e a rs , 58$ a re  bas ed  a t  th e  a i r  c a r r i e r  a i r p o r t s ,  and  42$  a re  ba se d a t  
genera l a v ia ti o n  a i r p o r t s .  The r a t i o  o f th e  s in g le  and m ult i- en g in e  a i r c r a f t  
i s  d is t r ib u te d  in  p ro p o rt io n  to  th e  t o t a l  p e rc en ta g e . Ex clud ing th e  a i r  
c a r r i e r  a i r c r a f t ,  th e  m ult i- en g in e  a i r c r a f t  i s  d is t r ib u te d  a lm ost  eq u a ll y  
between th e  a i r  c a r r i e r  a i r p o r t s  an d th e  g en era l a v ia ti o n  a i r p o r t s —6$ bei ng 
ba se d a t  a i r  c a r r i e r ,  and 5$ bei ng ba se d a t  g e n e ra l a v ia ti o n  a i r p o r t s .  The 
fo ll ow in g  ta b u la ti o n  shows th e  s ta tu s  p f  a i r c r a f t  co ve re d in  t h i s  r e p o r t .  
F u rt h e r d e ta i l s  may be  fo un d in  Tab les 5 . 6 , and 7 .

Grand T o ta l

Typo
S in g le
En gin e

M u lt i-
En gin e T o ta l

A ir  C a rr ie r 0 2, 12 7 2, 12 7
$ 0 2 .5 2.5

Gen. A via tion 77 ,474 6, 98 2 84 ,45 6
$ 90 7 .5 97 .5

T ota l 77 .474 9, 10 9 86 .58 3
$ 90 10 100

Based  a t  A ir p o rt s  Su rvey ed

A ir  C a rr ie r  A ir p o rt s 16 ,225 4. 350 20 ,57 5
$ 46 12 58

Gen. Av. A ir p o rt s 13 .651 1. 37 0 15 ,021
$ 37 5 42

T o ta l 29 ,876 5. 72 0 35 .596
$ 83 17 100
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A ir p o rt  Developm ent

R epli es re ce iv ed  from th e  1,33 8 a i r p o r t s  (T ab le  3)  re p o rt ed  a t o t a l  of $1. 1 
b i l l i o n  of  pl an ne d a i r p o r t  deve lopm en t in  th e  n ex t fo u r  y ears  (T ab le s 8 , 9,  
and 1 0 ),  Thi s re p re se n ts  ap pro xim at el y 3. 13 0 p ro je c ts  f o r  t h i s  p e ri o d . 
Comparing  a i r p o r t  p ro je c ts  w ith a i r p o r t  d o l la r s ,  i t  in d ic a te s  th a t  ap pr ox 
im ate ly  6056 o f th e  p ro je c ts  w i l l  be  de ve lo pe d a t  g e n e ra l a v ia ti o n  a ir p o r t s  
fo r  a t o t a l  in ves tm en t o f appro xim at el y $1 60 ,0 00 ,000  or 14# of th e  t o t a l  
in ves tm en t;  w hil e 40# of th e  p ro je c ts  w i l l  be  de ve lo pe d a t  a i r  c a r r i e r  a i r 
p o rt s  re p re se n ti n g  ap pro xim at el y $964 ,000 ,000 , o r 86#  o f th e  t o t a l  de ve lo p
men t.

A ir p o rt  deve lopm ent fo r  a l l  c a te g o rie s  of a i r p o r t s  shows  th e fo ll ow in g  d is 
t r ib u t io n :  Land and Appro ach  A c q u is it io n , 13 .2 #; La nd ing  Area  Devel opme nt,
15 .4 #;  Pa vi ng , 33 .8 #; L ig h ti ng  & E le c t r ic a l  C ost s,  5 .2 # ; Terminal  B u il d in gs,
22.2!f i, of  wh ich  4#  w i l l  be  re q u ir ed  to  fu rn is h  sp ac e f o r  Fed er al  q u a r te rs ;
6 .3 #  fo r  Publi c Use A re as , and 11 .9 # fo r  a l l  Revenue Pr od uc ing Are as ; A ux il 
ia ry  B u il d in gs,  4 .3 # ; o th e r Term in al  Areas  (C h a rt- -A ir p o rt Developm ent  D o ll a rJ ) ,
5 .9 # . A ll  de ve lopm en t f a l l i n g  in to  th e  above c a te g o rie s  i s  c u rre n tl y  e l ig ib le
un de r th e F edera l A ir p o rt  A ct.  I t  sh ou ld  be  no te d  th a t  a i r p o r t  park in g  a re a s
in cl uded in  o th e r a i r p o r t  de ve lopm en t n o t c u r re n tl y  consi der ed  as  e l ig ib le
un de r th e  F ed era l A ir p o rt  Ac t amoun ts to  ap pro xim at el y  2.5 # o f th e  t o t a l  a i r 
p o r t de ve lop ment c o s ts  (T ab le  10).

Pr ev io us  Su rvey s

The ta b u la to rs  we re in te r e s te d  in  comp ari ng  th e  r e s u l t s  of th i s  su rv ey  w it h
th e  r e s u l ts  o f p re v io us su rv ey s co nd uc ted by th e  th re e  o rg a n iz a ti o n s . Records
of th e  f i r s t  su rv ey  of 1956, 1957 an d th e  p re v io us fo u r- y ea r su rv ey  co ve ring
1958 -  1961 were exam ine d an d found th a t  ea ch  fo llow ed  a s im il a r  p a tt e rn .
(R ef er  to  C hart , "C om parison—Sur vey R esu lt s w it h  A ct ual  Perf orm an ce ") . I t
was not ed  th a t  th e  f i r s t  y ear co ve re d by ea ch  su rv ey  was co mpa rable,  an d w ith
ea ch  year  of th e  p e ri o d  fo llow in g  th e  f i r s t  y e a r , de sc en de d in  comp arab le
p ro p o rt io n s to  th e  end  o f ea ch  su rv ey  p e r io d .

Having th e  d a ta  o f  th e  pre v io us .s ur ve ys  a v a i la b le , a co mpa ris on  was made w ith
a c tu a l per fo rm an ce . The t a b u l a to r s  ob ta in ed  from th e  F edera l A via tion  Agency
a l i s t i n g  o f a l l  p ro je c t  re q u est s f o r  th e  f i s c a l  ye ar s 1956 -  1961 . I t  was
foun d th a t  f o r  ea ch  y ear ex ce pt th e  f i s c a l  y e a r 1958 , a c tu a l p ro je c t  re q u ests
fo r  each  y ear we re h ig h er th an  wh at was shown as ne ed ed  on th e  su rv ey . Frcm
th is  in fo rm ati on , i t  was co nc lude d t h a t  th e  1961 -  1965 su rv ey  was re as onably
a cc u ra te ; and t h a t  as  p ro g re ss i s  made in to  th e  y ea rs  ah ea d,  th e  a c tu a l
p ro je c t  re q u ests  f i l e d  w ith th e  FAA f o r  each  fu tu re  y e a r 's  pro gram w i l l  ex ce ed
th e  amount  th a t  i s  shown as a r e s u l t  of t h i s  su rv ey . The fo llow in g ta b le  *
shows th e  r e s u l ts  of t h i s  summary.

A ir p o rt  Develo pment

Sur vey
No.

Comparing Survey  R esu lt s w it h  Pe rfo rm an ce  
(M il li o n s o f D o ll a rs )

F is c a l Annua l Ann ual Annual
Ye ar Su rvey  Heeds * P ro j.  Req ue sts ‘ A ll o ca ti o n s

'5 5-5 6
'56-5 7

28 1.00
18 7.35

32 2. 47
25 5.70

11 8.01
114.5 3

1
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2 '57 -58  379 .88
'58 -59  275.2*+
’59-60 216 .57
•60 -61  195 .26

305.87 
384 .53  
266 .25  
297 . 41

131 
129 
122 
117 .67

3 ’61 -62 297.00
•62-63  238 .39
•63-64  195.30
•64-65 243.50

•Actual to ta l development not  av ai la ble  for these ca te gor ie s. 
Federal funds—amounts doubled to  compare with sur vey.

FAA records only
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Terminal Buildings

Due to congressional limitations on the use of Federal funds for de
veloping terminal buildings, the many changing policies of FAA in inter
preting those limitations and their even-increasing demand for additional 
rent-free space, the Committee felt it desirable to obtain as much data as 
possible to arrive at some conclusions and guide lines for future legisla
tion. It was felt that this could be accomplished if Federal rent-free 
space, public use space and revenue producing space requirements were known. 
They surveyed the Federal rent-free space now being provided and at what 
annual rate this space was being furnished. In relation to this the ques
tion was asked what rate was applicable to the same area on a commercial 
basis. In addition, the sponsors were asked how much additional space would 
be needed for rent-free purposes during the next four fiscal years. The 
same question as to rates w a s  asked. In addition, the committee asked 
that development costs be provided for three main categories of space.

The results on certain portions of these questions did not appear too 
accurate. As an example, sponsors in reporting service charges on an annual 
rate per square foot basis for FAA rent-free space, indicated $1.00. It 
was felt by the tabulators that this perhaps was incorrect in that many of 
FAA's space contracts are on an annual basis of $1.00 and other consider
ations. However, the tabulator in analyzing this problem gave them the 
benefit of the doubt and recorded it as $1.00 per square foot per year. 
Others in reporting charges for rent-free areas indicated charges for land 
rather than for building space. These were not tabulated. In addition 
the survey showed that approximately 880,000 square feet of rent-free 
space is now being provided. If this figure is correct, it appears that 
the 25% additional rent-free area to be provided in the next four years 
would be in error. This statement is made on the basis of TSO-N13b.
Under this TSO the space requirements for air traffic control tower quar
ters and other space of FAA has increased by a greater percentage than 25%. 
The following table was developed from the Total Development Cost for Termi
nal Buildings as reported on the survey. Federal rent-free space was com
puted from the survey information while the cost per square foot of other 
areas w a s  analyzed on the basis of six buildings of various sizes developed 
in the State of Michigan.

Total Development Cost

Type of Space Square Feet Sq. Ft. Cost Total i

Federal "Rent-Free" 1,198,500 $32.00 Zi $ 39.063,500 18.0
Public Use Area 2,786,000 $22.00 /2 61,293.000 28.3
Revenue Producing Area 5,248,000 $22.00 /2 115.463.500 53.7

Total 9,232,500 - $215,820,000 100

/l Reported on Survey /2 Michigan ;average

On the basis of this total cost, the tabulators determined the participant*s 
cost for providing this space. The following table indicates this informa
tion on the basis of the present formula and what is currently eligible 
under the Federal Airport Act.
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P a r tl c ip a n tt s  D eve lopment Cos t

Type of Space Sq ua re  F ee t F edera l Sp on sor T ota l

Federa l "R en t-Fre e"  
Publi c  Use Area
Revenue Pr od uc in g Area

1. 19 8, 50 0
2. 78 6, 00 0
5,2 48 ,0 00

$1 9, 53 1,75 0
$3 0,64 6,50 0

0

$ 19 ,5 31 ,750  
$ 30 ,6 46 ,500  
$1 15 ,463 ,500

$ 39 ,0 63.5 00 
$ 61,2 93 ,0 00  
$1 15 ,463 ,500

T o ta l 9, 23 2,5 00 $5 0, 17 8,25 0 $1 65 ,641 ,750 $2 15 ,8 20 ,000

On th e acc ep ta nce  of a g ra n t o f f e r  th e  sp onso r mus t o b li g a te  h im self  fo r  
a peri od  o f 20 years  un de r th e  te rm s of th e  o f f e r .  On th is  b a s is  and on 
th e  b a s is  of th e  r a te s  e s ta b li sh e d  by  th e  su rv ey , th e  ta b u la to rs  a tt em pte d  
to  de te rm in e wh at th e  sp o n so r 's  p r o f i t  would  be  a f t e r  o p e ra ti o n  c o s ts  we re 
ta ken  o u t.  On th e  b a s is  o f th e  co mm erc ial  r a te  of $3 .00 and  r e n t- f r e e  
sp ac e a t  $1 .0 3 , wh ich  wou ld be  co nsi der ed  as  o p e ra ti o n  c o s t,  th e  ta b u la to r s  
a rri v e d  a t  th e  fo ll ow in g:

P r o f i t  A ft e r "O pe ra tion  Cos t - Su rvey  Rates

Commercial  Rate $3 .00

* Assumed to  be  $1 .0 3 per sq . f t .  -  F edera l "R en t-Fre e"  Ra te

Type of  Space

F edera l "R en t-Fre e"  
Publi c Use Are a 
Revenue Pr od uc in g

Ne t P r o f i t

20 Ye ar O b li gati on

Sq ua re  F ee t

1,1 98 ,5 00
2,7 86 ,0 00
5, 248,0 00

R at es

0

T o ta l P r o f i t

( - )  $1 .0 3 ( - )$  2, 86 9, 58 0 
$1 .9 7 $1 0,33 8,56 0

$7,4 68,9 80 a t  20 y rs .

$ 7, 46 8, 98 0 

$1 49 ,379 ,600

Based upon th e  as su m pt io n t h a t  r e n t- f r e e  sp ac e would  be  fu rn is h ed  a t  com
m er cia l r a te  o f $3 .0 0 and  o p e ra ti o n a l c o s t was $ 1 .0 3 , th e  ta b u la to rs  a r 
r iv ed  a t  th e  fo ll ow in g:

F edera l "R en t-Fre e"  
Pub li c  Use Area 
Revenue  Pr od uc in g

1, 19 8, 50 0
2, 78 6,00 0
5, 248,0 00

$1 .9 7
( - )  $1 .0 3 1 

$1 .9 7

$ 2, 34 3. 04 5
(- )$  2, 86 9. 58 0

$ 10 ,3 38 ,560

Ne t P r o f i t $ 9, 81 2, 02 5

20 Ye ar O b li g a ti o n 9, 81 2, 02 5 a t  20 y r s . $1 96 ,240 ,500

♦ * ♦

Based  upon th e  r e s u l t s  o f th is  su rv ey  th e  ta b u la to rs  wa nted  to  de te rm in e 
what th e  sp onso r’s c o s t and p r o f i t  wou ld be  i f  th e  Federa l A via tion  Agency 
pro vid ed  t h e i r  own sp ac e re quirem en ts  from o th e r  so urc es  and  p a r ti c ip a te d  
only  to  th e  e x te n t of 50£ in  Publi c  Use Sp ac e.  The fo ll ow in g  ta b le  i s  de 
ve lo pe d on t h i s  b a s is :
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P a r ti c ip a n ts  Dev elopment  Cos t

Sq ua re  Fee t F ed era l Sponsor T ota l

Publi c Use Spa ce 
Revenue Prod uc in g

T o ta l

1,1 98 ,5 00
5, 24 8.0 00

$3 0, 64 6, 50 0
0

$3 0,64 6,50 0 $6 1, 29 3,00 0 
$1 15 ,463 ,500  $1 15 ,463 ,000

6, 44 6, 50 0 $3 0, 64 6, 50 0 $1 46 ,110 ,000  $1 76 ,756 ,000

As a r e s u l t  o f t h i s  d i s t r ib u t io n  of p a r t ic ip a n ts  c o s t on t h i s  b a s i s ,  th e 
p r o f i ts  a f t e r  o p e ra ti o n  a re  an al yz ed  in  th e  fo llow in g  ta b le :

P r o f i t  a f te r  -O pera ti on  Co st

•Assumed to  be  $1 .0 3 - P r o f i t  $1 .9 7

Pub lic Use Space 
Revenue Pr od uc in g

T o ta l

20 Yea r O b li g a ti o n

2, 78 6, 00 0 < -) $ 1 .0 3  
5,2 46,0 00 $1.9 7

7, 46 8, 98 0 a t  20 y r s .

( - )  $ 2, 86 9, 50 0 
$ 10 ,338 ,560  

$ 7,4 68 ,9 80  

$1 49 ,379 ,600

Because o f th e  many v a r ia b le s  in  b u il d in g  c o n s tr u c ti o n ,a n d  th e  an a ly za ti o n  
of th e pr ob lems in vo lv ed  1 s somewhat in a c c u ra te , i t  do es  n o t ap pea r th a t  
a sou nd conclu si on  ca n be  made; t h u s th e  Committee  was un ab le  to  a r r iv e  a t  
any  su ggest ed  change s fo r  l e g i s l a t io n  on te rm in a l b u il d in g s .

E xpla nat io n  o f o th e r da ta  con ta in ed  in  t h i s  re p o rt:

Wage D et er m in at io n

The Wage D et er m in at io n C ha rt  ha s be en  p re pare d  on th e b a s is  o f m a te ri a l 
e x tr a c te d  from th e  re co rd s in  th e  o f f ic e  o f th e  De partm ent o f A ero nau ti cs , 
S ta te  of M ic higa n.  Th is c h a r t was p re par ed  on a st udy of th e  l a s t  18 
m on ths’ o p e ra ti o n  o f  th e  Federa l Aid A ir p o rt  Program, and  was ba se d upon 
38 c o n tr a c ts  in volv ed  duri ng  t h is  p e r io d . The ta b u la ti o n  o f  th e  in fo rm a
ti o n  co ve re d showed th a t  i t  ta k es an  av er ag e of  64 days fo r  a wage 
de te rm in a ti o n  to  go th ro ug h th e  ch an nel s of  th e  FAA to  th e Labor D ep ar t
men t an d be  re tu rn e d  to  th e  sp onso r.  Thi s de te rm in a ti on  i s  e f fe c ti v e  fo r  
a 90 -day  p e ri o d ; and ea ch  de te rm in a ti o n  aver ag ed  12 days’ e x p ir a ti o n  when 
re ce iv e d . Becau se o f th e  many ch an nel s th ro ugh which  th is  mu st p a ss , i t  
i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  e st im a te  th e  c o rre c t tim in g o f c o n tr a c t l e t t in g s .  Th ere
fo re , i t  was found th a t  o f 58$ o f a l l  th e  c o n tr a c ts  on which  wage d e te r 
m in at io n  had be en  made, i t  ha d to  be re p e a te d . F u rt h e r,  of 8 o f th e 
c o n tr a c ts , o r 21$, on which  a se co nd  d e te rm in a ti o n  had  be en  made, th e  
d e te rm in a ti o n  had to  be re p ea te d  f o r  th e  th i r d  ti m e . I f  th e  sp on so r co uld  
go d i r e c t ly  to  th e Labor Dep ar tm en t, t h i s  pro ce du re  co ul d be ac co mpl ishe d 
in  ap pro xim at el y th re e  we eks, and th e  d e te rm in a ti o n  upon r e c e ip t  wou ld be 
ap pro xim at el y one  week o ld . I f  t h i s  me thod we re ac co m pl ishe d,  th e re  wou ld 
be  b e t t e r  tim in g on th e f i r s t  d e te rm in a ti o n , est im ate d  to  co ve r ap pr ox im at e
ly  99$ o f th e  c o n tr a c ts , l im i ti n g  th e  re -d e te rm in a ti o n s  to  le s s  th an  1$ , 
an d co m ple te ly  e li m in a ti n g  th i r d  d e te rm in a ti o n s . Thousan ds o f man-hours 
would  be sa ved , an d le s s  f r u s t r a t i o n  would occ ur  in  th is  ph as e o f  th e  
prog ram.
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MICHIGAN'S FROORESS IN F.A.A.P.. 1956 THROUGH 19ft

The tabulators felt that while this information was not extracted 
from the survey, the Miohigan chart, being readily available, would be 
helpful to those analysing program processes, and they oould see what 
Michigan's progress has been on approved projects during the six-year 
period and relate this to their own problems.

These charts have been prepared on an accumulative basis to 
« indicate the number of projects and the dates on which certain events

have happened relative to those projects. The vertical bars represent 
the total number of projects approved during the year and each pre
ceding year. At the top and to the left of each bar, the dot 
Indicates the date FAA announced the allocation for that particular

-t fisoal year. Reading from left to right, the first gray area of the
ohart indicates the period of time from the date the project applica
tion is submitted to the DAE until the date the grant offer is made.
The second dark area indicates the length of time between the date of 
the grant offer and the date of the award of contract. These two areas 
lndloate the length of time that the project is under the control of FAA. 
The middle gray area of the ohart covers a period of time from the date 
of the contraot award until the date of contract completion. This is 
the length of time that is involved in the actual airport construction. 
The inner dark area represents the length of time involved in the prep
aration of final documentation after construction has been completed, 
and prior to the date the documentation is submitted to the District 
Airport Engineer for a request for final audit. The next gray area 
indicates the period of time from the date the DAE receives the request 
for final audit until the date the final audit is prepared. The dark 
area at the lower limits of the chart indicates the length of time 
involved from the date the final audit is made until the date the final 
payment is made on a project. The two latter areas are similar to the 
first in that they indloate the length of time the project is under the 
oontrol of FAA.

On Chart 2a, as of February 15 , 1961, * total of 107 projeots 
were programed for the six-year period. Of these 107 projeots, five 
are yet to be submitted to FAA; 12 are in the hands of FAA awaiting 
their review and approval of the project and issuance of a grant offer; 
seven have been reviewed and advertised, the grant offer is being ae- 
oepted by the sponsor, and contracts have been prepared and are being 
exeouted by the oontraotor and the sponsor; and 32 are under construc
tion. As of February 15, the ohart indicates that construction had

“ Just been completed on three projeots, and they are in the process of
final documentation prior to final audit request; and 14 projects on 
this date are in the hands of the DAE requesting final audit. The 
next 14 have been audited, the audit has been prepared, and the sponsor 
i s  awaiting the final determination by the Audit Review Cosnittee prior

* to the sponsor's reoeipt of final payment. At this stage 20 projeots
had been fully oompleted and final payment reoeived.
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Cha rt  2b In d ic a te s  th e  le n g th  of  tim e in volv ed  in  co mplet ing th e  
v a ri o u s s ta g es  f o r  th e number of  p ro je c ts  in d ic a te d , from  th e date  of  
th e  a ll o c a t io n  t o  th e  da te  th e  p la n s , s p e c if ic a t io n s , en g in e e r' s  
e s ti m a te , eng in eeri n g  re p o r t , p ro je c t  a p p li c a ti o n . E x h ib it  "A," le g a l  
op in io n , sp o n so r 's  c e r t i f i c a t i o n  o f fu nds,  and— i f  la n d  was in volv ed— 
th e  la nd  a c q u is it io n  summary re p o r t , ea se m en ts , a p p ra is a ls , and o th e r 
m is ce ll aneo us docum ent s in vo lv in g  la nd  a c q u is i t io n , and a re q u est  fo r  
wage d e te rm in a ti o n  hav e been  su bm it te d  to  th e  DAE. The av erag e le n g th  
of tim e tp  co mpl et e t h i s  ph as e,  in vo lv in g  103 p ro je c ts , ha s been  42 
week s per p r o je c t .

The nex t a re a  of th e  c h a r t i s  th e  le n g th  o f tim e th a t  th e p ro je c t 
and a l l  do cu m en ta tio n i s  in  th e  hands o f  th e  DAE bei ng re view ed  by him 
and th e  R eg io na l O ff ic e . The R eg io na l O ff ic e  duri ng  th is  peri od  i s  
re vi ew in g th e  p la n s and r e la te d  le g a l  do cu m en ta tio n,  and p re par in g  th e  
g ra n t o f f e r .  A ft e r re vie w , th e  p la ns hav e been  re tu rn e d  fo r  c o rre c ti o n , 
hav e been  re su bm it te d  to  him , and he ha3  a u th o ri zed  th e  adver ti se m ent 
fo r  b id s . Thi s pe ri o d  has in volv ed  94 co mpl eted  p r o je c ts , and  has  ta ken  
an  av er ag e of 14 wee ks .

The nex t a re a  o f th e  c h a r t in vo lv es 86 p ro je c ts  wh ich  have  been  
a d v ert is ed  an d b id s  ta ken , reco rane nd at io n o f aw ard s ha ve  bee n su bm it te d 
to  th e  DAE, g ra n t o f fe rs  hav e been  accep te d , and c o n tr a c ts  have  been 
si gned . Th is p e ri o d  of tim e has av er ag ed  12 weeks p e r  p ro je c t.

The m iddl e a re a  o f th e  c h a r t in d ic a te s  th e  p e ri o d  th a t  th e  p ro je c t 
i s  un de r c o n s tr u c ti o n . Thi s in volv es 60 p ro je c ts  f o r  an  av er ag e o f 30 
weeks  p e r p r o je c t  to  co mplete c o n s tr u c ti o n .

In  th e  nex t a re a  o f  th e  c h a r t,  th e  c o n s tr u c ti o n  ha3  be en  co mpleted  
an d th e  S ta te  i s  in  th e p ro ces s of making f i n a l  pay me nt to  th e co n tr ac 
to r ,  p re p ari n g  a s - b u i l t  p la n s , c le a r in g  any sp e c ia l con d it io n s th a t 
in vo lv e  f i n a l  paym ent, c o ll e c ti n g  and p re p ari n g  f i n a l  pap er s and su b
m it ti n g  them to  th e  DAE fo r  re q u est  fo r  f i n a l  a u d i t .  Thi s ha s in volv ed  
th e  co mpl et io n o f 52 p ro je c ts  w ith an  av er ag e le ng th  of tim e o f 51 week s

The nex t a re a  of th e  c h a r t i s  th e  le n g th  o f tim e th a t  f in a l  docu
m en ta tion i s  bei ng p ro ces se d  by th e  DAE u n t i l  th e  d a te  th e  a u d it o r makes 
f i n a l  a u d it . T his  p ro cess  re q u ir e s  an  av er ag e o f 20 wee ks to  ha nd le  45 
p r o je c ts .

The lower  dar k  a re a  o f th e  c h a r t i s  th e  tim e be tw een th e a u d it  and 
da te  o f f i n a l  paym ent. Du rin g th is  p e ri o d  th e  R eg io nal  Gra nt  Review 
Com mittee ha s de te rm in ed  f i n a l  e l i g i b i l i t y  o f p r o je c t  c o s ts , f i n a l  
F edera l payment i s  made, and  th e  p ro je c t  c lo se d . Thi s ha s in vo lv ed  25 
p ro je c ts  fo r  an  av er ag e o f 27 we eks.

Of th e 20 p ro je c ts  th a t  have  be en  f u l ly  co m pl et ed , an  av erag e t o t a l  
o f 179 wee ks , o r  th re e  and one-h a lf  y e a rs , ha s be en  re q u ir e d  to  de ve lo p 
a p ro je c t  from th e  da te  o f a ll o c a t io n  u n t i l  th e  da te  of  f i n a l  pay me nt.
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NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY 
1961 - 1964

Conducted Jointly By 
Airport Operators Council 

American Association of Airport Executives 
National Association of State Aviation Officials

INDEX OF TARLES
’I

Airports:
1. Existing airports reported by type, December 31, 

1960.
2. Questionnaires distributed and returned by airport 

type.
3. Airports returning questionnaires reporting planned 

development by airport category.
4* Number of projects reported by airport type.

Aircraft:
5. Active U.S. Civil aircraft reported by type. 

December 31, I960.
6. Active U.S. Civil aircraft reported by type based 

at airports surveyed, December 31, I960.
7. Active U.S. Civil aircraft reported by type based 

at wirports planning projects, December 31, I960.
4-Year Summary:

8. Tabulation of sponsor and State funds available and 
total airport development proposed, 1961 - 1964*

Annual Development:
9. State totals.

10. Annual development proposed, funds available and 
anticipated.

Federal Funds:
Tabulation of Federal Funds - Requested, available, 
allocated, obligated and carried over foij fiscal years 
1956 through 1961.
11. Fiscal Year 1956
12. " " 1957
13. " " 1958
14. " " 1959
15. " " I960
16. " " 1961

7057 0 0 —61------4
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NATIONAL AIRPOR T SURVEY TABLE 1

C o n d u c te d  J o i n t l y  By
A i r p o r t  O p e r a t o r s  C o u n c i l— A m e r ic a n  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  A i r p o r t  E x e c u t i v e s  

N a t io n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  S t a t e  A v i a t i o n  O f f i c i a l s

EX ISTI NG  AIRPOR TS REPORTED BY TY PE , DE C. 3 1 ,  I 9 6 0

STA TES

AIR  CARRIER GENERAL AVIATIO N T o t a l  A U  P u b l i c
U ee A l r p o r t eP u b l i c P r i v a t e P u b l i c P r i v a t e

ALABAMA 1 0 0 4 3 2 4 7 7
ALASKA 1 9 2 0 6 4 9 8 3 5 4
ARIZONA 11 0 9 0 3 0 1 3 1
ARKANSAS 1 2 0 4 3 3 1 8 6

CAL IFORNIA 3 8 1 1 7 5 3 5 9 5 7 3

COLORADO 1 3 0 4 5 3 5 9 3
CONNECTICUT k 0 3 7 7 8 4

DELAWARE 2 0 1 7 1 0

FLORIDA 2 2 0 7 3 7 1 1 6 6

GEORGIA 1 3 0 3 9 4 5 6

HAWAII 1 0 0 3 1 1 4

IDAHO 9 0 1 2 6 5 5 1 9 0
IL LIN O IS 1 4 0 4 2 7 0 1 2 6

INDIA NA 1 3 0 9 2 2 8 1 3 3

IOWA 1 3 0 7 0 1 2 6 2 0 9

KANSAS 1 0 0 8 9 8 6 1 8 5

KENTUCKY 8 0 2 3 1 5 4 6

LOUIS IAN A 9 0 3 2 4 3 8 4

MAINE 9 0 2 0 1 3 4 2
MARYLAND 3 0 8 3 1 4 2

MASSACHUSETTS 9 0 1 5 2 7 5 1

MICHIGAN 2k 1 1 0 1 9 5 2 2 1

MINNESOTA 13 0 9 0 1 7 1 2 0

M IS S IS S IP P I 1 2 0 3 2 1 8 6 2

MISSOU RI 9 0 7 2 1 2 7 2 0 8

MONTANA 1 5 0 8 8 3 1 9 4 2 2

NEBRASKA 1 8 0 7 8 1 4 8 2 4 4

NEVADA 6 0 9 3 5 5 0

NEW HAMPSHIRE 7 0 9 1 5 3 1

WKW JERSKY 6 0 2 4 5 8 8 8

NEW JCXIC O 1 5 0 2 1 4 7 8 3

NEW YORK 2 2 0 2 4 1 9 2 2 3 8

NORTH CAROLINA 1 6 0 4 3 4 6 1 0 5

NORTH DAKOTA 8 0 1 0 4 1 6 5 2 7 7

OHIO 1 3 0 1 6 9 2 1 7 3 9 6

OKLAHOMA 1 2 0 6 2 4 8 1 2 2

OREGON 6 0 8 4 1 0 0 1 9 0

PENNSYLVANIA 1 6 0 1 4 9 2 7 8 4 4 3

RHODE ISLA ND 1 0 4 0 5

SOUTH CAROLINA 8 0 4 7 3 8 9 3

SOUTH DAKOTA 1 3 0 4 4 1 4 n

TENNESS EE 1 3 0 5 0 1 6 4

TEXAS 6 1 0 1 6 6 4 0 5 6 3 2

UTAH 9 0 3 7 1 0 0 1 4 6

VERMONT 4 0 1 6 1 5 3 5

VI RGIN IA 9 0 2 2 4 1 7 2

WASHINGTON 1 5 0 6 5 * 9 2 * 1 7 2

WEST VIR GIN IA 9 0 3 3 22 6 4

WISCON SIN 1 6 0 5 6 43 1 1 5

WYOMING 1 1 0 2 5 1 0 0 1 3 6

TOTAL ALL STA TES 8 1 1 2 2 , 8 2 0 4 , 0 2 7 7 , 6 6 0

TER . PUERTO RICO 3 0 1 2 1 1 6

$  OF TOTAL 1 0 . 6 3 6 . 8 5 2 . 6 100 %

* N o t  r e p o r t e d .  T o t a l  fr o m  FAA r e p o r t  d a t e d  J a n u a r y  1 ,  1 9 6 0 .  B r e a k d o w n  p r o r a t e d  

a c c o r d i n g  t o  n a t i o n a l  a w w s e .  V i r g i n  I s l a n d s  n o t  r e p o r t e d .
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5

NATIONAL AIRPOR T SURVEY TA3LE 2
( J u l y  1 ,  1 9 6 1  t o  J u n e  3 0 ,  1 9 6 5 )

C o n d u c te d  J o i n t l y  By
A i r p o r t  O p e r a t o r s  C o u n c i l  -  A m e r ic a n  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  A i r p o r t  E x e c u t i v e s  

N a t io n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  S t a t e  A v i a t i o n  O f f i c i a l s  

QUESTIONNAIR ES DIST RI BU TE D AND RETURNED BY AIRPORT TYPE

STA TES

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CAL IFORNIA

COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
GEORGIA

HAWAII
IDAHO
IL LIN O IS
IND IAN A
IOWA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIA NA
MAINE
MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
M IS S IS S IP P I
MIS SOU RI

MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NSW HAMPSHIRE  
NEW JER SEY

NEW MEXICO 
NSW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO

OKLAHOMA
OREGON
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAN D 
SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA
TEN NESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT

VIR GIN IA  
WASHINGTON 
WEST VI RGIN IA  
WISCO NSIN 
WYOMING

TOTAL ALL STA TES  

TER . PUERTO RIC O 
X o f  T o t a l

NUMBER OF QUE STIO NNAIRES SENT NUMBER OF QUEST ION NAI RES RE T'C

A ir
C a r r i e r

G e n e r a l
A v i a t i o n

TOTAL
A ir

C a r r i e r
G e n e r a l
A v i a t i o n

TOTAL

6 2 4 3 0  * 4 • 4

1 0 1 1 7 1 1 8 1 0 1 1 7 1 1 8

1 2 2 0 3 2 6 1 6 2 2

1 2 5 6 6 8  * 3 7 1 0

4 1 3 3 9 3 8 0  * 2 4 4 4 6 8

1 3 6 5 7 8  * 6 5 1 1

9 4 1 3  ♦ 9 4 1 3

2 5 7  * 1 1 2

2 4 7 1 9 5  * 2 1 6 2 8 3

1 3 3 2 4 5 8 7 1 5
1

1 0 4 1 4 6 2 8

6 2 4 3 0 6 2 0 2 6

1 4 4 4 58 1 4 4 4 5 8

1 4 3 2 4 6 1 0 9 1 9

1 0 5 1 6 1 6 1 6 2 2

1 1 8 0 9 1 3 1 2 1 5

8 52 6 0 8 4 7 5 5

1 0 3 0 4 0  * 7 5 1 2

13 2 0 33 6 1 9 2 2

3 2 1 2 4  * 2 6 8

9 3 1 4 0 9 3 1 4 0

2 4 1 1 1 1 3 8 2 2 7 0 9 2  i

1 3 9 3 1 0 6 1 3 3 9 52

1 2 52 6 4 1 2 52 6 4

9 7 2 0 1 3 1 1 U
1 3 4 4 57 1 3 4 4 5 7

1 7 8 0 9 7 1 2 4 2 5 4
6 1 3 1 9  • 4 1

7 2 3 3 0  * 5 4
6 2 7 3 3  * 2 • 2  i

8 7 1 5 4 4 8

2 1 1 0 3 1 1 3 4 1 7

1 6 53 6 9  * 3 - 3

1 0 6 0 7 0  * 6 2 1 2 7

1 2 1 8 3 0 7 7 1 4

1 4 53 6 7 7 1 6 23

8 4 2 5 0  * 6 1 1 1 7

1 6 1 4 3 0 1 6 1 3 2 9

1 4 5 1 4 5

8 2 2 3 0  * 8 1 6 2 4

1 3 6 6 79 1 3 3 6 4 9

1 3 50 63 1 3 50 6 3

6 5 4 3 5 5 0 0  * 2 8 8 5 1 1 3

9 3 7 4 6 9 3 1 4 0

4 2 3 2 7 4 1 8 2 2

9 1 6 2 5  • 4 8 1 2

1 5 6 0 8 5 7 7 1 4

9 1 6 2 5  * 5 4 9

1 6 7 7 9 3 1 5 2 8 4 3

1 1 2 5 3 6 1 1 2 0 3 1

7 3 6 2 6 2 8 3 3 6 4 5 2 3 1 0 2 0 Mtf -
3 2 2 2 5 3 2 0 2 3

2 1 . 9 7 8 . 1 1 0 0 3 3 . 9  . 6 6 . 1 1 0 0

•  NOT REPORTED Number of  qu e/stl on na irr c se nt to  S ta ts  Coord ina tors
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NAT IONAL AI RP OR T SURVEY TABLE 3
( J u l y  1 ,  1 9 6 1  t o  J u n e  3 0 ,  1 9 6 5 )

C c r J u c t e d  J o i n t l y  b y
A i r p o r t  O p e r a t o r s  C o u n c i l — A m e r ic a n  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  A i r p o r t  E x e c u t i v e s  

N a t i o n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  S t a t e  A v i a t i o n  O f f i c i a l s

AI RP OR TS  RETUR NING QU ES TION NA IRES  REPORTING PLANNED 
DEVELOPMENT BY AI RP OR T CATEGORY

STAT ES New E x i s t .

A i r  C a r r i e r
T o t a l G e n e r a l

A v i a t .
G r a n d
T o t a lL a r g e

H ubs
fe d iu m
H ubs

S m a l l
H ubs

No n
R u b s

ALABAMA 0 3 0 0 2 1 3 0 3

ALASKA A6 7 2 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 7 1 1 8

ARIZO NA 3 1 9 0 2 0 A 6 1 6 2 2

ARKANSAS 1 9 0 0 1 2 3 7 1 0

CA LIFO RN IA 7 5 7 A 3 A 1 3 2A AO 6A

COLORADO 0 8 1 0 1 A 6 2 8

CONNE CTICUT 5 7 0 1 0 7 8 A 1 2

DELAWARE 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1

FLORIDA 2 2 8 2 2 3 5 12 1 8 3 0

GEO RGIA 0 7 1 0 1 3 5 2 7

HAW AII 0 8 0 0 0 6 6 2 8

IDAHO 0 15 0 0 1 5 6 9 1 5

IL L IN O IS 2 5 6 2 0 2 1 0 1A AA 58

IND IAN A 0 1 7 0 1 3 5 9 8 1 7

IOWA 1 2 1 0 1 3 2 6 1 6 2 2

KANSAS 0 1 0 0 0 1 2 3 7 1 0

KENTUCKY 1 0 2 8 0 1 1 6 8 3 0 3 8

LO UIS UN A 1 9 1 0 5 1 7 3 1 0

MAINE 3 1 6 0 0 1 5 6 1 3 1 9
MARYLAND 3 •5 0 1 0 1 2 6 8

MASSA CHUSETTS 1 7 2 3 1 0 1 7 9 3 1 AO
MIC HIG AN 9 81 3 0 A 1 5 22 6 8 9 0

MINNESOTA 1 50 1 0 1 11 13 3 8 51

M IS S I S S IP P I 2 6 3 7 0 0 1 11 1 2 5 1 6 3

MIS SO UR I 2 6 0 0 1 2 3 5 8

MONTANA e A9 0 0 2 11 13 AA 5 7

NEBRASKA A 2 5 0 1 1 8 1 0 1 9 2 9

NEVADA 0 5 0 2 0 2 A 1 5
NEW HAM PSH IRE 0 8 0 0 0 5 5 3 8

NEW JE RSE Y 0 2 1 0 0 1 2 0 2

NEW X X  IC O 0 8 0 1 0 3 A A 8

NEW YORK 1 1 6 3 1 3 6 13 A 1 7

NORTH CAR OLINA 0 3 0 1 1 1 3 0 3

NORTH DAKOTA 6 2 1 0 0 1 7 8 1 9 2 7

OHIO 0 1 0 1 1 0 2 A 6 1 0

OKLAHOMA 0 9 0 2 0 A 6 3 9
OREGON 2 1 0 0 1 1 3 5 7 1 2

PENN SY LV AN U 0 2 6 2 0 5 9 1 6 1 0 2 6

RHODE ISL AN D 0 5 0 0 0 1 1 A 5
SOUT H CAR OLINA 6 U 0 0 3 A 7 1 3 2 0

SOUTH DAKOTA 6 2 2 0 0 1 9 1 0 1 8 2 8

TENN ESSEE 2 6 3 6 0 3 2 8 13 A9 6 2

TEXAS 2A 8 9 2 3 6 1 7 2 8 8 5 1 1 3

UTAH 0 AO 0 0 0 9 9 3 1 AO
VERMONT 7 1 5 0 0 1 3 A 1 8 2 2

V IR G IN U 2 9 0 1 2 1 A 7 1 1
WASHINGTON 0 1 0 1 1 1 3 6 A 1 0
WEST V IR G IN U 0 8 0 1 1 3 5 3 8  1

W IS CON SI N 5 3 8 0 1 2 1 2 1 5 2 8 A3

WYOMING 1 3 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 2 0 3 1

TOTAL AL L STAT ES 2 3 7 1 .1 0 1 2 7 3 2 7 2 3 7 1 5 0 1 8 3 7 1 -3 3 8

TER . PUER TO RICO 1 6 7 0 0 : o I 3  , 2 0 2 3

% CF TOTAL 1 7 . 7 8 2 . 3 s 6 2 . 6 10 0%



FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 49

NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY TABLE 4-
( J u l y  1 ,  1 9 6 1  t o  J u n e  3 0 ,  1 9 6 5 )

C o n d u c te d  J o i n t l y  By
A ir p o r t  O p e r a t o r s  C o u n o i l— A a e r lo a n  A e e o o l a t i o n  o f  A ir p o r t  E x e o u t i v e e  

N a t io n a l  A e a o o J a t J o n  e f  S t a t e  A v i a t i o n  D f f l o l a l e  

NUMBER OP 'ROJECTS REPORTED BY AIRPORT TYPE

C A T E S E x i s t i n g New
A ir

C a r r i e r
G e n e r a l
A v i a t i o n

G ra sd
T o t a l

ALABAMA 1 2 0 1 2 0 1 2
ALASKA 8 5 51 1 1 9 1 7 1 3 6
ARIZONA 4 4 6 1 8 3 2 5 0
ARKANSAS 1 1 1 6 6 1 2
CAL IFO RNIA 1 6 4 1 4 7 3 1 0 5 1 7 8

COLORADO 23 0 1 8 5 2 3
CONNECTICUT 2 4 1 6 2 8 1 2 4 0
DELAWARE 4 0 4 0 4
FLO RIDA 8 6 5 4 0 51 9 1
OEOR OU 2 1 0 1 3 8 2 1

HAWAII 23 2 2 1 4 2 5
IDAHO 3 4 0 1 4 2 0 3 4
IL LIN O IS 1 9 2 7 4 5 1 5 4 1 9 9
IIC IA N A 4 7 0 2 3 2 4 4 7
IOWA 5 7 1 2 0 3 8 5 8

KANSAS 2 0 0 6 1 4 2 0
KENTUCKY 7 4 25 2 4 7 5 9 9
LO UISIA NA 2 5 2 2 0 7 2 7
MAINE 4 7 4 1 4 3 7 51
MARYLAM) 1 4 3 7 1 0 1 7

MASSACHUSETTS 5 6 6 0 2 3 9 3 1 1 6

MICHIGAN 2 3 9 1 3 7 4 1 7 8 2 5 2

MINNESOTA 1 0 5 1 4 0 6 6 1 0 6
M IS S IS S IP P I 4 8 4 8 1 8 7 8 9 6
MISSO URI 1 8 4 1 2 1 0 2 2

MONTANA 8 7 9 3 6 6 0 9 6

NEBRASKA 8 5 3 3 8 50 8 8
NEVADA 1 3 0 1 2 1 1 3
NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 4 0 6 6 1 4
NEW JER SEY 7 0 7 0 7

NEW MEXICO 2 1 0 9 1 2 2 1

NEW YORK 4 7 3 5 1 4 4 9
NORTH CAROLINA 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1
NORTH DAKOTA 59 6 2 9 3 6 6 5

OHIO 2 8 0 1 3 1 5 2 8

OKUHOMA 2 5 0 1 6 9 2 5
OREGON 2 9 4 1 6 1 7 3 3
PENNSYLVANIA 7 4 0 51 2 3 7 4
RHODE ISLAM) 1 2 0 3 9 1 2
SOUTH CAROLINA 4 2 2 0 1 7 4 5 6 2

SOUTH DAKOTA 6 4 1 3 3 5 4 2 7 7
TEN NESSEE 9 0 8 4 3 3 1 4 1 1 7 4
TEXAS 2 0 5 3 1 8 6 1 5 0 2 3 6
UTAH 4 7 1 11 3 7 4 8
VERMONT 59 8 1 6 51 6 7

VI RGIN IA 2 6 5 1 1 2 0 3 1
WASHINGTON 3 1 0 2 0 1 1 31
WEST VI RG IN IA 2 2 0 1 3 9 2 2
WISC ON SIN 5 4 6 2 2 3 8 6 0
WYOMING 5 4 1 2 3 3 2 5 5

TOTAL ALL STA TES 2 . 6 8 1 4 5 6 1 . 2 6 3 1 . 8 7 4 3 . 1 2 9

TER . PUERTO RICO 2 0 2 7 1 2 3 5 4 7

< OF TOTAL S 4 .S 1 5 . 2 ¥ > . 0 6 0 . 0 M S i 2
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NATIONAL AIRPOR T SURVEY TA BLE 5

C o n d u c te d  J o i n t l y  By
A i r p o r t  O p e r a to r s  C o u n o i l  -  A a s r io a n  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  A ir p o r t  E x e c u t i v e s  

N a t io n a l  A s s o c i a t i o n  o f  S t a t s  A v i a t i o n  O f f i c i a l s  

ACT IVE U .S .  C IV IL  AIRCRAFT REPORTED BY TY PE, DEC . 3 1 ,  I 9 6 0

3TAT B

G e n e r a l  A v i a t i o n A ir  C a r r i e r
G ra nd T o t a l

S i n g l e  E n g in e M u l t i - E n g in e M u l t i - E h x in e

ALABAMA 6 1 1 5 7 1 1 6 7 9

ALASKA 1 4 6 5 9 5 6 7 1 6 2 7

ARIZONA 1 1 9 8 1 0 2 • 1 3 0 0

ARKANSAS a u 4 5 - 8 5 9

CALIFOR NIA 1 2 2 9 5 1 0 3 0 1 7 5 1 3 5 0 0

COLORADO 1 4 8 2 5 6 5 4 1 5 9 2

CONNECTICUT 599 55 - 6 5 4

DELAWARE 1 8 6 3 5 7 2 2 8

FLORIDA 1 9 6 4 2 6 8 1 2 0 2 3 5 2

GEORGIA 8 1 2 6 5 8 8 9 6 5

HAWAII 9 4 1 2 2 6 1 3 2

IDAHO 7 2 7 2 7 8B 7 5 4

IL LIN O IS 3 2 7 3 3 3 4 2 0 9 3 8 1 6

INDIAN A 2 8 4 3 2 3 5 2 2 3 1 0 0

IOWA 1 5 6 1 6 5 • 1 6 2 6

KANSAS 1 6 9 4 9 6 • 1 7 9 0

KENTUCKY 5 95 55 • 6 5 0

LOUISIANA 1 1 0 0 1 4 8 2 1 2 5 0

MAINE 5 15 9 • 5 2 4

MARYLAND 6 2 9 4 6 - 6 7 5

MASSACHUSETTS 1 5 0 5 1 2 6 5 8 1 6 8 9

MICHIGAN 2 8 3 7 2 8 6 1 3 3 1 3 6

MINNESOTA 2 0 5 8 1 0 9 9 7 2 2 6 4

M IS S IS S IP P I 1 1 4 0 6 5 - 1 2 0 5

MISSO URI 1 3 5 3 1 0 8 2 0 2 1 6 6 3

MONTANA 1 2 3 6 53 2 1 2 9 1

NEBRASKA 1 1 2 2 6 7 - 1 1 8 9

NEVADA 2 8 8 4 5 23 3 5 6

NEW HAMPSHIRE 1 9 8 1 4 • 2 1 2

NEW JERSEY 1 1 2 8 1 3 1 1 5 1 2 7 4

N W  MEXICO 6 6 8 5 8 7 2 6

N W  YORK 2 3 6 3 3 6 4 6 0 7 3 3 3 4

NORTH CAROLINA 1 0 5 4 9 5 2 2 1 1 7 1

NORTH DAKOTA 8 4 1 9 • 8 5 0

ONIO 3 1 2 0 3 7 8 2 3 5 0 0

OKLAHOMA 1 3 2 3 1 8 8 • 1 5 U

ORSOON 1 5 2 7 1 3 9 3 1 6 6 9

PENNSYLVANIA 3 7 0 8 2 9 0 2 4 0 0 0

RHODE ISL AN D 1 1 5 1 5 2 1 3 2

SOUTH CAROLINA 4 4 8 2 7 - 4 7 5

SOUTH DAKOTA 9 2 5 1 0 9 3 5

TENNESSEE 7 1 8 8 7 1 7 8 2 2

TEXAS 7 2 3 3 1 0 8 5 1 8 2 8 5 0 0

UTAH 6 5 1 3 5 - 6 8 6

VERMONT 8 8 7 2 9 7

VI RG IN IA 8 2 6 6 1 63 9 5 0

WASHINGTON 1 6 4 7 56 3 4 1 7 3 7

WEST VIR GIN IA 51 9 4 0 • 5 5 9

WISOONSTN 1 7 2 4 1 5 3 • 1 8 7 7

WYOMING 6 5 4 4 6 • 7 0 0

TOTAL ALL STA TES 7 7 4 7 4 6 9 8 2 2 1 2 7 8 6 5 8 3

T o r . PUERTO RICO 59 1 3 • 1 0 8 2

i  o r  TOTAL 8 9 . 5 8 . 1 2 . 4 10 0%



STATES

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA

COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
FLORIDA
OEORQIA

HAWAII
IDAHO
ILL INO IS
INDIANA
IOWA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND

MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
M IS SI SS IP PI
MISSOURI

MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NSW HAMPSHIRE 
NEW JERSEY

NEW MEXICO 
NEW YORK 
NORTH CAROLINA 
NORTH DAKOTA 
OHIO

OKLAHOMA
ORBOON
PENNSYLVANIA 
RHODE ISLAND 
SOUTH CAROLINA

SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS
UTAH
VERMONT

VIROINIA 
WASHINGTON 
WEST VIROINIA 
WISCONSIN 
WYCWNO

TOTAL A U  STATES 

TER. PUERTO RICO 
< OF TOTAL

FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXT ENSION

NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY TABLE 6

C on ducte d  J o i n t l y  By
O p era to rs  C o u n c il — A n er lo a n  A s s o c ia t io n  o f  A ir p o r t  E x e c u t iv e s  

N a t io n a l  A s s o c ia t io n  o f  S t a t e  A v ia t io n  O f f i c i a l s  

ACTIVE U .S . CIV IL AIRCRAFT REPORTED BY TYPE BASED

51

AT AIRPORTS SURVEYED, DEC. 3 1 ,  I9 6 0

A ir  C a r r ie r  
A ir p o r ts

G en era l A v ia t io n  
A ir p o r ts Or an d T o t a l

S in g le
E n gin e

M u l t i .
E n g in e

T o ta l S in g le
b ig in e

M u l t i .
E n g in e T o ta l S in g le

E n gin e
M u l t i .
E n g in e T o ta l

178 35 213 0 0 0 178 3 5 2 13
875 101 97 6 38 0 38 913 101 1 0 1 4
55 2 11 3 66 5 179 1 4 19 3 731 127 858
187 58 245 156 4 160 34 3 62 4 05

155 8 358 1916 2827 32 3 3150 4385 681 5 0 6 6

574 13 2 706 43 8 51 61 7 140 7 57
87 33 120 14 9 12 161 236 45 2 81
23 62 85 0 0 0 23 62 85

726 58 5 131 1 88 5 9 4 979 1611 67 9 229 0
101 28 129 2 34 3 4 268 33 5 62 3 97

91 38 129 3 0 3 94 38 132
275 28 30 3 15 3 7 160 42 8 35 463
777 13 3 910 10 11 11 2 11 23 17 88 24 5 203 3
31 2 90 40 2 177 17 194 48 9 10 7 596
36 0 50 410 64 3 35 678 10 03 85 108 8

216 31 24? 85 6 91 301 37 3 3 8
13 7 24 161 211 13 2 24 34 8 37 3 85
268 83 3 51 339 100 439 60 7 18 3 790

85 9 94 77 5 82 162 1 4 1 76
5 4 36 90 19 0 37 227 2 44 73 3 17

200 80 280 611 66 67 7 a n 146 9 57
90 2 258 11 60 1084 1 45 1229 19 86 403 2389
2 64 10 9 373 1454 60 151 4 1718 169 1887
419 58 477 574 21 595 99 3 79 10 72

86 10 96 69 1 70 155 11 166

54 5 51 596 25 3 7 260 798 58 856
331 50 381 2 31 5 236 562 55 617
14 2 32 174 6 1 7 148 33 181

80 18 98 67 5 72 14 7 23 170
44 64 108 0 0 0 44 64 108

196 28 22 4 124 13 137 320 4 1 361
4 66 178 644 46 7 53 51 2 185 69 7
15 0 38 18 8 0 0 0 15 0 38 188
239 14 253 170 4 1 74 409 18 4 27
240 123 36 3 257 34 2 91 497 157 6 54

32 3 17 2 495 30 0 71 3 71 623 243 866
246 48 294 12 3 3 126 369 51 420
47 3 14 8 62 1 346 46 39 2 81 9 194 1013

50 4 54 42 8 50 92 12 1 0 4
13 0 29 15 9 12 9 5 1 34 259 3 4 2 93

37 5 22 197 154 2 156 529 24 553
39 5 98 49 3 25 3 9 26 2 64 8 10 7 755

16 32 53 8 217 0 1466 135 16 01 3086 67 3 3 7 7 1
39 9 29 428 213 3 21 6 61 2 32 64 4

33 2 35 55 7 62 88 9 9 7

11 2 9 121 66 0 66 1 76 9 1 85
253 7 260 163 5 168 4 16 12 4 28
105 24 12 9 52 11 63 157 35 19 2
358 95 45 3 66 2 67 729 10 20 16 2 1182
243 61 304 176 29 2 05 419 90 509

16653 4 4 2 4 21277 16546 159 1 18137 3 3 399 60 15 3 9 4 1 4

3 0 3 49 30 79 52 30 82
5 0 .4 7 3 .2 5 3 .9 4 9 .6 2 6 .8 4 6 .1 8 4 .7 1 5 .3 100
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NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY TAHLE 7

Conducted Jointly by
Airport Operators Council— American Association of Airport Executives 

National Association of State Aviation Officials

ACTIVE U.S. CIVIL AIRCRAFT REPORTED BY TYPE BASED 
AT AIRPORTS PLANNING PROJECTS DEC. 31, I960

Air Carrier 
Airports

General Aviation 
Airports Grand Total

STATES Single
Engine

Multi-
Engine Total Single

Engine
Multi-Engine Total Single

Engine
Multi-
Engine Total

ALABAMA 127 27 154 ’ 0 0 0 127 27 154
ALASKA 875 101 976 38 0 38 913 101 1014
ARIZONA 431 98 529 237 20 257 668 118 796
ARKANSAS 187 58 245 56 4 60 243 62 305
CALIFORNIA 1672 386 2058 2452 228 2680 4124 614 4738

COLORADO 574 132 706 33 7 40 607 139 746
CONNECTICUT 87 33 120 149 12 161 236 45 281
DELAWARE 23 62 85 0 0 0 23 62 85
FLORIDA 674 580 1254 533 79 612 1207 659 1866
GEORGIA 203 44 247 132 18 150 335 62 397

HAWAII 88 38 126 0 0 0 88 38 126
IDAHO 240 24 264 84 3 87 324 27 353
ILLINOIS 777 133 910 911 87 998 1688 220 2083
INDIANA 258 78 336 177 17 194 435 95 530
IOWA 249 41 290 273 23 296 522 64 586

KANSAS 216 31 247 66 6 72 282 37 319
KENTUCKY 137 24 161 211 13 224 348 37 385
LOUISIANA 268 83 351 339 100 439 60? 183 790
MAINE 85 9 94 77 5 82 162 14 176
MARYLAND 36 90 190 37 227 244 73 317

MASSACHUSETTS 200 80 280 611 66 677 811 146 957
MICHIGAN 822 244 1066 803 155 958 1625 399 2024
MINNESOTA 264 109 273 995 41 1036 1259 150 1409
MISSISSIPPI 382 56 438 690 26 716 1072 82 1154
MISSOURI 86 10 96 34 1 35 120 11 131

MONTANA 545 51 596 253 7 260 798 58 856
NEBRASKA 306 50 356 166 5 17 1 472 55 527
NEVADA 142 32 174 6 1 7 148 33 181
NEW HAMPSHIRE 72 17 89 59 5 64 131 22 153
NEW JERSEY 44 64 108 0 0 0 44 64 108

NEW MEXICO 176 28 204 144 13 157 320 41 361
NEW YORK 466 178 644 46 7 53 512 185 697
NORTH CAROLINA 150 38 188 0 0 0 150 38 188
NORTH DAKOTA 239 14 253 162 4 166 401 18 419
OHIO 194 105 299 303 52 355 497 157 654

OKLAHOMA 293 160 453 260 70 330 553 230 783
OREGON 206 48 254 57 2 59 263 50 313
PENNSYLVANIA 473 148 621 203 31 234 676 179 855
RHODE ISLAND 50 4 54 42 8 50 92 12 104
SOUTH CAROLINA 98 16 114 110 6 116 208 22 230

SOUTH DAKOTA 361 22 383 103 2 105 464 24 488
TENNESSEE 395 98 493 253 9 262 648 107 755
TEXAS 1580 536 2116 1238 120 1358 2818 656 3474
UTAH 399 32 431 213 0 213 612 32 644
VERMONT 33 2 35 51 6 57 84 8 92

V1RGIBIA 112 9 121 66 0 66 178 9 187
WASHINGTON 219 6 225 146 5 151 365 U 376
WEST VIRGINIA 96 20 116 39 10 49 135 30 165
WISCONSIN 354 94 448 496 32 528 850 126 976
WYOMING 243 61 304 144 27 17 1 387 88 475

TOTAL AIL STATES
TER. PUERTO RICO
< OF TOTAL

16225 4350 20575 13651 1370 15021 29876 5720 35596

12 15 27 10 0 10 22 15 37

54.3 76.1 57.8 45 .7 23.9 42.2 84.0 16.0 100
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FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 53

NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY T A b L E  9

(J u ly  1 , 1961 to  Juno  30, 1965)

Co ndu cted J o in tl y  By 
A ir p o r t O per at ors  C ounc il  

Am eric an A sso c ia ti o n  o f A ir p o r t Exe cu tive s 
N ati ona l A ss oc ia ti on  o f S ta te  A via ti on  O ff ic ia ls

<1

STATES

P u b li c ly
Owned

A ir p o rt s

A ir p o rt s
R ep ort in g
P ro je c ts
Pl an ne d

Cos t of
P ro je c ts
Pl an ne d

Fun ds A vail ab le  
an d A nti c ip a te d  
fro m Loc al  and 
S ta te  So urces

A d d it io n a l 
Funds  Neede t

ALABAMA 53 3 $4 ,5 ^0,0 00 $2 ,1 05 ,1 50 $2 ,4 34,8 50
ALASKA 256 118 27 ,5 94 ,5 00 11 ,174 ,750 16 ,4 19 .7 50
ARIZONA 101 22 24 ,8 82 ,8 23 14 ,814 ,248 10 ,0 68 ,5 75
ARKANSAS 55 10 1, 224,4 00 723,20 0 50 1,20 0
CALIFORNIA 213 64 12 2, 73 9, 77 1 77 ,344 ,653 4 5 .3 9 5 .U 8

COLORADO 58 8 18 ,9 59 .7 23 11 ,821 ,307 7, 13 8,4 16
CONNECTICUT 7 12 18,3 45 ,4 00 9. 79 1.75 0 8. 553 .6 50
DELAWARE 3 1 73 0,40 0 338,0 00 39 2,40 0
FLORIDA 95 30 85 ,4 43,9 44 28 ,9 41 ,441 56 ,5 02 ,5 03
GEORGIA 52 7 59 ,1 50 ,6 00 29 ,7 54 ,600 29 ,3 96 .0 00

HAWAII 13 8 25 ,1 97 ,2 00 12 .598 ,600 12 ,5 98 ,6 00
IDAHO 135 15 2,5 58 ,7 77 1,41 2,63 3 1, 14 6, 14 4
ILLINOIS 56 58 47,3 63,6 00 20 ,3 71 ,300 26 .9 92 ,3 00
INDIANA 105 17 8,6 67 ,2 95 4, 45 4, 21 5 4, 21 3,0 80
IOWA 83 22 10,5 47 ,6 77 6, 00 9, 17 7 4, 538.5 00

KANSAS 99 10 5,4 46,8 00 1, 19 7,95 0 4,2 48 ,8 50
KENTUCKY 31 38 30 .3 56 ,7 25 16^ 600,3 75 13 .7 56 ,3 50
LOUISIANA 41 10 28,1 72 ,4 00 14 ,1 49 ,700 14 ,0 22 ,7 00
MAINE 29 19 6,2 45,3 19 3, 513 .7 44 2. 73 1, 57 5
MARYLAND 11 8 19,3 60 ,1 00 10 ,4 25 ,121 8,9 34 .9 79

MASSACHUSETTS 24 40 38,0 24,4 00 22 ,2 83 ,9 5° 15 ,7 40 ,4 50
MICHIGAN 125 90 84 ,6 29 ,6 46 53 ,8 35 .848 30 ,7 93 .7 98
MINNESOTA 103 51 14 ,4 72.5 10 9. 13 4. 39 1 5.3 38 .1 19
MISSISSIPPI 44 63 13,8 43 ,6 00 7. 15 1, 00 0 6, 69 2,6 00
MISSOURI 81 8 1,7 32 ,2 25 891,6 00 840,62 5

MONTANA 103 57 8, 694,7 50 6, 26 0, 93 7 2, 43 3,8 13
NEBRASKA 96 29 7,9 87, 998 5. 49 4, 54 6 2,4 93 ,4 52
NEVADA 15 5 8,0 49 ,0 80 6, 19 7. 29 0 1, 85 1, 790
NEW HAMPSHIRE 16 8 2, 514,3 14 1, 29 6, 25 0 1, 21 8, 064
NEW JERSEY 30 2 40 ,5 80 ,0 00 25 ,849 ,250 14 ,7 30 ,7 50

NEW MEXICO 36 8 5,8 81,3 00 693.52 4 5,1 87 ,7 76
NEW YORK 46 17 88 ,4 32 ,5 50 42 ,9 04 ,695 45 .5 27 ,8 55
NORTH CAROLINA 59 3 5,2 80,7 00 2, 66 9, 00 0 2, 61 1,7 00
NCRTH DAKOTA 112 27 4,8 53,4 00 2, 74 5. 60 0 2, 10 7,8 00
OHIO 182 10 24 .5 01 ,6 50 11 ,6 72 ,300 12 .8 29 ,3 50

OKLAHOMA 74 9 13,9 67 ,0 00 7. 74 4, 18 6 6,2 22 ,8 14
OREGON 90 12 4, 58 4,6 82 2, 56 0, 20 5 2,0 24 ,4 77
PENNSYLVANIA 165 26 37. 52 6, 55 5 25 .843 ,853 11 ,6 82 ,7 02
RHODE ISLAND 5 5 5, 81 3.4 70 3. 25 7, 72 0 2,5 55. 750
SOUTH CAROLINA 55 20 17,9 82 ,4 20 7. 71 6, 00 0 10 ,2 66 ,4 20

SOUTH DAKOTA 57 28 4, 244,9 95 2, 17 3. 29 5 2.0 71, 700
TENNESSEE 53 62 37 .5 77 ,6 73 21 ,4 54 ,500 16 ,1 23 ,1 73
TEXAS 22 '’ 113 49 ,7 22,7 84 12 ,3 79 .061 37 ,3 43 .7 23
UTAH 46 40 4, 35 2,5 22 900,4 50 3, 45 2,0 72
VERMONT 20 22 3.1 99,0 00 1, 60 0, 50 0 1,5 98 ,5 00

VIRGINIA 31 11 5.1 53.6 07 2, 626 ,0 00 2, 527,6 07
WASHINGTON 80 10 13,8 52 ,4 00 7, 312 ,8 18 6. 539,5 82
WEST VIRGINIA 42 8 6,4 03,3 00 3, 545 ,0 66 2 ,8 58,2 34
WISCONSIN 72 43 13 ,1 24,9 00 6, 98 4, 67 5 6, 140,2 25
WYOMING —25 31 1. 898.5 50 1. 02 7. 30 0 87 1.25 0

TOTAL ALL STATES 3631 1338 $1 ,1 16 ,4 09, 435 $5 83 ,7 47 ,724 $5 32 ,6 61 ,7 11

TER. PUERTO RICO 23 8. 635.0 00 4. 317 .5 00 4 .3 17 .5 0*

U. S . TOTAL 3646 1361 $1 ,1 25 ,0 44, 435 $5 88 ,0 65 ,2 24 $5 36 ,9 79 ,2 11



5 4 F E D E R A L AI R P O R T AI D E X T E N SI O N

N A T I O N A L  A I R P O R T  S U R V E Y  T A BI £ 1 0

A N T I C I P A T E D   D E V E L C P M E N T  C O S T S  

1 9 6 1   -   1 9 6 4

A O C  -   A A A E  -   NI S A O

T O T A L  AI R P O R T  S U R V E Y  R E S U L T S  

5 0   S T A T E S  I N C L U DI N G   P U E R T O   RI C O  A N D  V I R G I N   I S L A N D S

E XI S TI N G  AI R P O R T R E P O R T E D_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _' •  1 0 1 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  .  N E W AI R P O R T R E P O R T E D _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
22 1 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

AI R C A R RI E R AI R P O R T _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 5 0 J _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _   ,  G E N E R A L A VI A TI O N  AI R P O R T  8 3 7 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

T O T A L AI R P O R T S  I N  N A TI O N A L  AI R P O R T P L A N  3 . 1 4 9 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

B a s e d  A ir c r a f t   r e p o rt e d   b y  s u r v e y :

C i v i l   A i r c r a f t :   SI N G L E  E N GI N E  3 3 . 3 9 9  ,  M U L TI- E N GI N E 6 ' 0 I B   ;  T O T A L  3 9 , 4 1 4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

M i l i t a r y   A i r c n f t :   T O T A L  2. 9 0 3

T O T A L 6 A S E D  AI R C R A F T  I N  A L L S T A T E S _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ B 6 - 5  B 3 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _( E X C L U DI N G MI L I T A R Y )

F e d er al   ' ‘ r e n t - f  r e e ‘ ‘  s p a c e  n o w pr o vi d e d   T O T A L S Q U A R E  F E E T _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 8 8 0. 4 6 3 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

N o w b e i n g  c h a rt e d   F A A  f o r  t h i s   s p a c e   ( A N N U A L R A T E  P E R S O.  F T .)  t   0. 6 7 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( A YS R A &D

C o e e e t c l a l  r a t e   t o r  t h e  s a e e   ar e a   ( A N N U A L R A T E  P E R  S O.  F T .)  S 2. B 4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( A V E R A G E)

E s ti e a t e d  M A XI M U M F e d er al   ’ r e n t - t r e e "  s p a c e  p r o vi d e d   at   a n y  t i a e  d u ri n g   t i e   n e xt   f o u r  y e ar s ?

T O T A L S Q U A R E F F E T  1 . 1 9 8 . 4 9 6   E S TI M A T E D S E R VI C E C H A R G E  ( A N N U A L R A T E  P E R S O.  F T .)  $, L  U _ _ _ _ _ ( A V E R A G E)

C o e e e r c i a l  r a t e   t o r  t h e  s a m e ar e a   ( A N N U A L R A T E  P E R S O.  F T .)   ?  3 . 0 0 ------------------------------------------------------- ( A Y E R A B E)

S P O N S O R' S  F U N D S A V AI L A B L E  A N D  A N TI CI P A T E D  ( 4 —Y E A R  P E RI O D)  

( C i t y .  T o w n s hi p ,  C o u n t y  A ir p o r t A u t h o rit y ,  P ri v a t e , e t c . )

T Y P E O F  F U N O S 1 9 6 1 1 9 6 2 1 9 6 3 1 9 6 4 T o t a l

O n h a n d  or

b u d g e t e d
7 6 , 2 7 9 , 6 6 5 2 1 , 2 3 5 , 2 2 2 7 , 4 1 4 , 2 2 5 6 , 7 2 1 , 8 6 4 1 1 3. 8 5 C . 9 7 S

l o n d s  a u t h o ri z e d

b u t  n o t  s o l d 3 9 , 0 8 1 . 0 0 0 1 4 , 8 9 3 , 2 5 0 1 8 , 2 4 3 , 0 0 0 1 0 , 3 7 0 , 0 0 0 6 2. 5 8 7. 2 5 C

B o n d i n g

a n ti c i p a t e d 1 9 . 7 8 7 , 8 4 6 4 2 . 6 6 5 . 4 6 8 2 1 . 6 3 1 . 7 7 5 3 7 , 0 8 0 , 7 8 3 1 2 1 , 3 6 5 , 6 5 2

A n ti c i p a t e d ,  

f u t u r e   f u n d s
4 8 , 9 0 9 , 6 1 0 5 3 , 2 1 4 , 7 8 2 4 7 . 1 2 6 . 0 0 8 6 3 , 1 7 5 . 9 4 3 2 0 9 . 4 2 6 . 3 4 3

T O T A L 1 8 4, 0 3 7, 9 2 1 1 3 2 , 2 0 8 . 7 2 2 9 3 , 4 1 7 . 0 0 8 1 1 7 . 3 4 8 , 5 7 0 5 2 7 . 0 1 2. 2 2 1

L e s s  T o t a l  F u n d s

R e q ' d .  f o r  It e m V 5 2 , 6 2 3 . 1 6 9 5 5 , 8 9 1 , 7 8 1 2 2 , 5 2 7 , 6 2 5 2 0 , 0 1 7 , 3 5 9 1 5 0 . 8 6 0 , 1 3 4

S p o n s or  F u n d s  f o r

It e m s  1  t h r u   I V 1 3 1. 4 6 2. 2 3 2 7 6 , 5 1 6. 9 8 1 7 0 . 8 6 9 , 3 8 3 9 7 , 3 3 1. 2 1 1 3 7 8 , 1 5 2 , 0 6 7

S t a t e  F u n d s

A v a il a b l e 2 0 , 1 1 7 , 5 5 8 1 5 . 8 6 7 . 3 7 5 1 2 , 9 0 9 . 8 4 5 1 2 , 1 5 6 , 2 2 5 8 1 , 0 5 3 , 0 0 3

T o t a l  F u n d s  A v a i l a b l e  

f o r  It e m s  1  t h r u   I V 1 5 1. 5 9 9 . 7 9 0 9 2 . 3 6 4 . 3 3 8 8 3 . 7 9 9 . 2 2 8 1 0 9 , 4 8 9 , 4 3 6 4 3 7 . 2 0 5 . 0 9 0



A ll  n« BTM  h r a l f c r t  » • f tH iL  T i l l  19 57

PIDBAL ATlATlOI ABBOT ■ m t  2 » t  6 i i« < i

r a tm

ABD
PBOJICT BBQUB9T8 PILBD B IB  PAA 

(F ed er al  Funds Only)
FUUM ATAILA1LB FOB ALLOCATIUI DUE BO PIKAL 

(F ed er al  Panda Oaljr)

AXB CAJQUBB OBXBBAL ATI ATI 01 OBASD TOTAL WTBPTJ
n U IT Q U M Funds fr e e SUB-TOTAL JUIDB 1

Total
P ri or  F.T . a e d ie tr lb -

& ? ,
St* t«  i f - C'JMrUr

Bo Total Bo. Bo. 19 56 por tloaeont PM0J1C

1 2 3 A 5 6 7 8

ALABAMA 4 1,3 35 ,0 33 3 41 1, 74 4 7 1 ,7 46 ,7 77 55 7,45 3 13 7,5 53 83 6, 18 0 1 ,5 31 ,1 86 10 ,

AAI1OIA 2 52 3, 31 0 10 56 2, 28 4 12 1,0 85 ,5 94 62 6, 36 3 15 4,5 56 939 .5 *9 1 ,7 20 ,4 63 9 ,

aBSABSAS 1 79 ,9 87 2 39 ,8 75 3 11 9, 86 2 44 7, 29 2 11 0, 37 0 67 0. 93 8 1,2 28 ,6 00 54 ,
calivomda 7 3, 075 ,1 03 36 4,2 16 ,4 84 43 7 ,2 91 ,5 87 0 44 9, 76 3 2 ,73 *.099 3 ,1 83 ,8 62 31 ,
OQLOSADO 1 1,6 32 ,2 97 12 75 5, 71 0 13 2 ,3 88 ,0 07 63 6, 84 6 15 7, 14 3 95 5. 26 9 1 ,7 49 ,2 58 22 ,

co m e n  cur 1 35 0, 00 0 3 22 1, 00 0 4 57 1,00 0 22 6, 83 7 55 ,9 73 3* 0. 25 6 623 ,0 66 2 ,

> XBLAIABB 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,6 89 64 .9 80 75 ,6 69 0
BIST. 07 OQL. 0 0 0 0 0 0 80 ,1 81 19,7 84 12 0. 27 1 22 0, 23 6 0
FLOE DA 7 4 ,9 65 ,4 50 12 97 5, 53 0 19 5, 92 0 ,9 80 56 7, 90 4 14 0, 13 2 85 1. 85 6 1 ,5 59 ,8 92 0

OBQBOlA 2 3,9 46 ,1 00 10 29 4, 20 0 12 4,2 40 ,3 00 62 8, 27 9 15 5, 02 9 9 * 2 .A19 1 ,7 25 ,7 27 4 ,

XDABO 0 0 2 13 3, 28 1 2 13 3, 28 1 46 3, 32 4 114 ,3 26 69 9. 98 5 1,2 72 ,6 35
ILLIBOIS 6 4 ,2 23 ,6 21 21 3, 014 ,1 50 27 7, 237 ,7 71 1,1 27 ,7 67 28 3, 21 4 1 . 7 a . 651 3,1 32 ,6 32 28 ,

I BEAM 2 62 9,7 64 11 55 6, 18 7 13 1 ,1 85 ,9 51 56 8,49 2 140 ,2 77 852 .7 38 1,5 61 ,5 07

IOWA 1 59 ,2 40 7 74 ,9 95 8 13 4, 23 5 48 6, 51 3 131 ,6 55 80 0. 32 7 1,4 18 ,4 95 14 ,
TAB IAS 0 0 8 54 6,05 0 • 54 6, 05 0 54 2,67 6 14 5, 13 3 88 2, 26 3 1 ,5 70 ,0 72 17 ,

kxbtocxt 2 85 4, 69 9 13 1 ,2 10 ,6 07 15 2 ,0 65 ,3 06 48 8, 78 2 120 ,6 08 73 3.1 7* 1 ,3 42 ,5 64 7 ,

LOTI SABA 4 3,7 18 ,5 49 0 0 4 3 ,7 18 ,5 49 50 7,06 6 125 ,1 19 76 0. 59 9 1,3 92 ,7 84 0

MAX IB 0 0 1 98, 500 1 98 ,5 00 10, 63 9 63 ,4 59 385 .7 68 45 9, 86 6 15 ,'
mabtlaxd 1 65 6, 42 0 2 64 3, 50 0 3 1,2 99 ,9 20 29 2, 80 9 72 ,2 51 *3 9.  a * 80 4, 27 4 0

MASSAC )̂ HITTS 3 3 ,9 99 ,5 85 19 2, 166 ,1 91 22 6 ,1 65 ,7 76 49 5,52 1 I 2 6 , a 9 76 7. 28 2 1,3 89 ,0 22 12 ,
MICBIOaS 5 2,0 01 ,2 50 29 4 ,9 91 ,2 50 34 6 ,9 9 2 ,5 0 0 77 5, 06 3 27 2, 18 3 1 .6 5 9 .5 9 * 2 ,7 01 ,8 40 92 ,

MXBBBSOTA 9 2,2 85 ,0 00 8 20 2, 00 0 17 2,4 87 ,0 00 71 4, 79 0 17 6, 37 6 1,0 72 .1 85 1 ,9 63 ,3 51 0
mi ssi s u m 2 68 9, 165 4 30 7, 40 0 6 99 6,5 65 45 0, 70 2 11 1, 21 2 67 6, 05 3 1,2 37 ,9 67 0

wbsoo e 3 2 ,0 55 ,1 25 15 3, 289 ,2 42 18 5 ,3 44 ,3 67 5 2 7 ,6 a 18 0, 40 5 1,0 96 ,6 82 1,8 04 .7 08 2 ,'
MOITAlA 2 30 9, 20 9 4 14 8, 84 0 6 45 8, 04 9 68 6, 23 8 19 0, 37 7 1.1 57 .3 01 2 ,0 33 ,9 16 5,1

SQUAMA 0 0 1 14 1, 40 0 1 14 1, 40 0 46 5, 00 8 12 4, 858 75 9. 01 3 1 ,3 48 ,8 79 1 2 ,'
BBVADA 2 1 ,0 54 ,6 26 2 72 ,6 50 4 1,1 27 ,2 76 0 13 6, 05 1 82 7. 05 0 96 3, 10 1 1,<
BBV BAMPSIBB 0 0 8 57 3, 32 7 8 57 3, 32 7 98 ,1 44 24, 21 7 i» 7 . a 6 26 9, 57 7
BBW J1KSST 1 685 ,0 00 2 1, 079 ,0 78 3 1 ,7 64 ,0 78 26 6,1 11 12 8, 58 5 78 1. 66 7 1 ,1 76 ,3 63 0

BW O H  CO 0 0 7 73 7, 55 1 7 73 7,55 1 30 0, 52 5 16 2, 14 7 96 5. 69 1 1. 448 ,3 63 13.<
BW YOU 7 6 ,3 50 ,6 00 17 1 ,9 95 ,3 85 ?4 8 ,3 45 ,9 85 0 42 8, 72 9 2 .6 06 .2 33 3,0 34 ,9 62 91,<
BOB S CABCBJ1A » 2, 458 ,9 25 7 64 6, 57 3 12 3 ,1 05 .4 98 65 9, 63 9 16 2, 76 7 98 9. *5 « 1 ,8 11 ,8 64 55,<

BOSS QUOTA 0 0 5 18 8, 75 6 5 18 8, 75 6 40 3, 96 3 99, 67 9 60 5. 9* 5 1 ,1 09 ,5 87

QUO 6 9 ,9 62 ,3 79 16 4 ,4 96 ,3 82 22 14,4 58 ,7 61 1,0 07 ,4 01 24 8, 57 8 1 .5 11 .1 01 2 ,7 67 ,0 80 0

CXLABOMA 2 3, 769 ,5 25 10 66 3, 34 2 H 4,4 32 ,8 67 560,97 5 13 8, 42 2 8* 1, 96 2 1 ,5 40 ,8 59 30 ,:

QBBOOB * 1 ,2 16 ,7 80 7 32 6, 27 5 i i 1,5 43 ,0 55 0 15 3, 33 6 932 .1 27 1,0 85 ,4 63 4.1

FBBBSTLTABIA 8 2 ,9 17 ,8 57 13 2 ,5 22 ,6 14 21 5, 44 0, 47 1 53 0, 58 7 31 2, 90 3 1.9 02 .1 30 2 ,7 45 ,6 20 0

a BO  IS ISLAM) 1 85 5, 50 0 0 0 1 85 5, 50 0 84 ,771 20 ,9 17 12 7. 15 7 23 2, 84 5 42,:

SOT S CAlOLIlA 1 29 6, 00 0 3 17 9, 97 8 4 47 5, 97 8 36 1, 81 5 89 ,2 78 5* 2. 72 3 99 3, 81 6 25 ,(
•C OS QUOTA 0 0 3 13 6, 60 9 3 13 6, 60 9 4 3 8 , i a 10 8, 11 9 65 7. 25 6 1 .2 0 3 .5 4 6 8 /

T im s a u k 3 ,6 61 ,8 37 14 69 2, 85 0 18 4,3 54 ,6 87 53 2, 27 0 13 1, 339 79 8. 90 4 1,4 62 ,0 13 0

TBXAS 10 5,0 39 ,8 08 22 3, 28 9 .7 39 32 8 ,3 29 ,5 47 1,6 35 ,2 64 50 8, 93 0 3 .0 93 ,7 77 5 ,2 3 7 ,9 a 1 1 J
OTAB 1 65 2, 279 7 27 6, 25 3 8 92 8, 53 2 47 9, 88 2 11 8, 41 2 71 9. 82 4 1 ,3 1 8 ,1 1 8 1,<

T1MM0BT 0 0 6 38 2.47 5 6 38 2, 47 5 84 ,1 44 20 ,7 63 I 2 6 ,a 6 23 1, 12 3 0

TIBMBIA 2 38 4, 01 9 3 22 0, 49 0 5 60 4, 50 9 53 5, 35 0 13 2, 09 9 80 3. 02 5 1 ,4 70 ,4 74 ______
WA3HIB0T0B 4 1 ,0 80 ,3 75 14 1 ,0 07 ,3 34 18 2, 087 ,7 09 47 8, 71 4 14 2, 79 9 86 8, 07 0 1 ,4 89 ,5 83
WIST TI10IIIA 2 1 ,2 25 ,0 00 t 31 1.72 9 8 1,5 36 ,7 29 31 6, 75 5 78 ,1 60 *75 .1 32 87 0,0 47 0

VIBOOBSIB 1 22 0. 25 0 5 37 3, 75 0 6 59 4, 00 0 66 2, 60 4 16 3, 49 9 99 3. 90 6 1 ,8 20 ,0 09 1 3 , i

VTOMXKG 0 0 11 49 8, 45 2 11 49 8, 45 2 35 5, 28 8 12 4, 16 4 75 *. 78 9 1,2 34 ,2 41 11 ,*

STA S
total

12 6 79 ,1 99 ,6 67 421 45 ,6 72 ,0 12 547 124,8 71 ,6 79 22 ,1 66 ,5 39 7,4 02 ,5 57 45.0 00 .0 00 74,5 69 ,0 96 66 2, (

A LA MA 8 1 ,5 18 ,7 50 0 0 8 1,5 18 ,7 50 92 3, 20 7 0 1.3 50 .0 00 2 ,2 73 ,2 07 10 ,4

Hawaii 1 24 1, *1 0 0 0 1 24 1, 81 0 91 8, 30 4 0 75 0. 00 0 1 ,6 6 8 ,3 0 4 73, (

PUIMTO MX CO 1 *5 0, 00 0 0 0 1 85 0, 00 0 509,24 1 0 60 0. 00 0 1 ,1 09 ,2 41 13,:
TI&GXB ISLAS IE 1 369,93 1 0 0 1 36 9,93 1 30 0, 00 0 0 30 0. 00 0 60 0,0 00 1 .'
TSU I IDEAL 

TOTAL 11 2, 98 0 ,4 91 0 0 11 2, 98 0 .4 91 2,6 50 .7 52 0 3 .0 00 .0 00 5 ,6 50 ,7 52 98,!

m 9ULS7I0BAKT
IVBDS 12,7 44, 991 2 ,4 67 ,5 19 15 .0 00 .0 00 30,2 12 ,5 10 29 9, 3

obabd
total 137 82 ,1 80 ,1 58 421 45 ,6 72 ,0 12 558 127,8 52 ,1 70 37,5 62 ,2 82 9 ,8 70 ,0 76 63.0 00 .0 00 110 ,4 32 ,3 58 1 ,0 60 ,2

BB S:
I . For th e f l o e a l  rw r»  19 5* -5 7- 5® -5 9.  

uan i 10 aad  11 . Ool . 10 l a  to  t e l  o 
o f  wh ethe r th ey  went te  A ir  C ar ri er

BO breakdown a v a il a b le  fo r  o o l-  
a l l  bm  e l  lo s e  t lo a a  re ^a rd lo ae

or  Oonarel  Av ia  t i e s  A lr porta .

2 . For th e f i s c a l  years 19 57- 5^ -5 9. th e zunber o f a l  
oo lu an  12  In clud ed  la  previo us yea r t o t a l .  Buabo 
tl oaa  la  o o l.  13  ar e new p ro jec ts  add ed la  ou rren
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NA TIO NAL AIRPORT SU RVEY
AOC -  AAAE -  NA SA O

Su rr ey  Re sults  
Actual Performance

duipoih Development

D
jL

L
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P
S
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/L

L
/0

N
5

—  2 YEAR SUPVE Y - 4  YEAR SURVEY - -  a year survey

•  Pmoj cc t Re q u » « ’ » P«vto Amwlmu.lv  With FA A  “  A mount Oo u » l«o Comnm msom  -Rmtcn Aww T«r<
• •  A l l o c a t io n !  Ammovmc«o Ammuali v &» FA A ” Am o un t  Dov»U O F©w C ?•**«>*'•O'* '  ftmten V n w  W » Pfcajwtr Aj i«-UX»

56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65
FI SC A L Y E A R

NASAO, AOC, and  AAAE have made thre e national  airport surveys to determ ine 
types and amount of airport  development  re quired to meet future transportat ion needs. 
These surveys were conducted in 1955, 1957 and 1961. The first (light colored) 
bar  in each year  group indic ated  above shows the estimated cost of airport devel
opment planned during the 2 or 4 year period covered by the survey. The second 
(dark colored) bar  indicates the dolla r amount of project applications sponsors filed 
with FAA. The third bar  indicates the amount of construction that could be com
pleted with the allocations made by the FAA when matched by sponsor funds.

70570 0 —6 1------ 5
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NATIONAL AIRPORT SURVEY
A O C  - A A A E  - N A S A O

JmmiWRiuMinq RE NT AL  RATE*
SU RV EY  CO VE RA GE  -  AV ER AG E 1961 - 19 65

Ren t Free

Rate  Per Squar e 
Foot Per Y e a r .

Revenue Producing

*264 *0.87
Publi c  U se

$0.00

20 Yr . Obligation

This chart illustrates the average rental  per square  foot that an airport owner receives 
from various portions of an adm inis trat ion-terminal building.

NATIONAL AIR PORT SURVEY 
A O C  - A A A E  - M ASAO

*  Dollars  in Millions

1
w $32?? Pea0  Ft. 

$22?? Pebd Ft.

Re n t

Free

Space
Revenue  Producing 

S pace Public U se 
S pace

* $115.5 $39.1 $61.3
54% 18% 28%

The $215,820,000 required for terminal build ing development during the period 1961-65 
will be utilized as indicated above.
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QjJac&  S ^ c t e n 4 i U 4 i d l i o n

P R E S E N T  M E T H O D

PR OPO SE D M ETHOD
— r -  —  /x H .m n b H  3  Weeks for return of Determination 

Z^ pO NS Oy * W c e k  expiraticxi on rece ipt
f t W t  BETTER TIMING - No Redctfrminatioms

90  Day D ete rm in ation
12 daqs edepAad. wtoi Azeaved. btj SpuruoA

RE DE TE RM INAT ION REQU IRE D ON 5 6 %  OE A l l  CONTRACTS

An average of 64 days is norm-ally required to obta in a “wage rate ” determinat ion 
due to the many FAA and  Department of Labor offices through which an appl ica
tion must pass; method proposed by NAS AO would reduce  time to 21 days.
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Mr. W illiams. Mayor Hartsfield, we are very happy to have you 
before the committee, and as I  am one who travels through your city 
quite often, let me congra tulate you on getting your airpor t in good 
snape.

STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM B. HARTSFIELD, MAYOR OF
ATLANTA, GA., AND CHAIRMAN OF THE AMERICAN MUNICIPA L
ASSOCIATION’S AIRPORT COMMITTEE, ATLANTA, GA., ACCOM
PANIED by Patrick McLaughlin, director of federal
ACTIVITIES, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION

Mayor H artsfield. You mean the new terminal? I am about tha t 
termina l now like the man with pictures  of his baby. I  carry them 
around. You give me an excuse to show you a magnificent terminal. 
We are very proud of it.

Well, gentlemen, I than k you for this opportunity  to come before 
you and, as you know, this is William B. Hartsfield, of Atlanta, and 
I am here as chairman of the American Municipal Association’s A ir
port  Committee.

As you already know, the American Municipal Association repre
sents some 13,000 cities and towns and vil lages throughout the country 
and represents them all, large and small.

This is a particularly auspicious occasion for me to appear before 
this committee, because a little  over a week ago I fulfilled a long
standing dream of mine when I  opened A tlan ta’s new, modem jet age 
terminal. The consideration with which this committee has treated 
the testimony of our organiza tion in the past  had a grea t deal to do 
with the success of tha t undertaking. We feel like we are partn ers 
and we are very proud of our partne rship .

Our new air  terminal cost us $18 million, of which the Federa l Gov
ernment provided $5 million. On the basis of present estimates, our 
operations next year will r eturn revenues to us m the amount of $2.8 
million, an amount sufficient to pay all of our operat ing costs as well 
as our annual  amortizat ion of the bonded debt.

To give you an idea of the type of revenue-rais ing activities involved 
in tha t bright revenue picture, we are realizing $160,000 a year out 
of one insurance booth, and also we rented out the main wall of our 
terminal for an enormous and very beauti ful Coca-Cola sign which 
produces over $12,000 a year.

Mr. Williams. This is what you expect from your new terminal 
and not what you were getting  out of your old one ?

Mayor H artsfield. No, sir. Wha t we are now gettin g in the new 
terminal already contracted, and may I say that when the terminal 
was built we engaged the services of Mr. Robert Curtis , a former pres i
dent of the New York C ity Real E stat e Board, who was in charge of 
the leasing of concessions for  the New York Port Authority , a man 
probably with more experience in airpor t and terminal  leasing of all 
kinds than anybody in the world.

We brought him down there. We put him in charge of it  and we 
moved it from local control  or local politics, and it has been leased 
on a very intelligent  basis to tenant s that  we think  are reliable and 
strong. And we had in mind try ing  to produce revenue to pay off 
those certificates and to make the term inal self-supporting.
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In other words, we come before you as somebody who is t rying to 
get on his feet and not remain perpe tual mendicants for everything 
in connection with aviation. We want to make it pay.

Mr. Williams. Having seen tha t termina l and realizing you have 
it open now, it  looks to me tha t you now are p retty well on your feet. 
We would like to get on our feet over in Jackson about the same 
way.

Mayor H artsfIeld. Well, sir, if you keep the same good mayor you 
have got over there, you will be pre tty good on your feet. I am 
speaking now of Jackson, Miss.

Gentlemen, we are very proud of th is new terminal and, as I  said, 
we are making every effort to make it extract as much money as possi
ble but there are many fields of Federal  aid about which I  would like 
to talk to you.

I cite our Atla nta progress in order to demonstrate that I can speak 
completely objectively as the American Municipal Association’s 
spokesman when I  state tha t the airports  program you have here be
fore you is absolutely essential to assure th at we have a national sys
tem of airports  which keep pace with the growth of air tran spo rta
tion.

The American Municipal Association is one of the organizations 
which jointly prepared the brochure “The Federal Airp ort Program 
Should Be Extended” which we are mailing  to every member of 
Congress.

At this point  I  should like to request permission to enter this  bro
chure into  the record as well as the  statement on airpo rts contained in 
the national municipal policy of the American Municipal Association.

As far  as Atla nta and some of the other large r cities which now 
have highly developed ai rport s are concerned our interest in this legis
lation is twofold. One, we think tha t all airpor ts, including our own, 
should receive Federa l gran ts for such additional runways, naviga
tional and traffic controls as are deemed necessary by the FAA  to in
crease the safety of our airways.

Two, because our ai rpor ts can only trul y fulfill thei r mission i f we 
have a truly national system of airports  throughout  the Nation, we 
are interested in having funds made available to bui ld up the smaller 
feeder airports  which connect with our larger airports. And I want to 
say to you gentlemen, a few years ago Atlan ta could not pay its own 
way and by Federa l help we have been enabled to get on our feet and 
we want to see o ther cities t ha t are not so for tunate obtain the same 
status.

In order to establish the national system of airports which is r e
quired we think a minimum program of $100 million per year for a 
5-year period is called for.

To deal w ith the length of the contract authorization first. Long
term continuity is absolutely essential if we are to have an orderly, 
efficient, and economical development of our nationa l airp ort system. 
We cannot move ahead in fits and starts . We cannot continue to 
plan long-term programs and then have to postpone or abandon them 
because of the uncertain ty of Federal financing. A 5-year p rogram  
is essential in order  to establish orderly  development of our airports 
system.
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Gentlemen, those of you with experience with local government 
know tha t we have got to have some assurance of Federal continuity  
here when we act on the local level. It  takes  time to plan and time to 
vote bonds in time to sell bonds. And we have to know in advance 
tha t we have some assurance of help here before we can tie in to a sys
tem of Federa l aid.

Along the same lines, a requirement to have the approp riations fixed 
on a year-to-year basis ignores completely the realities of cap ital pro
graming and bond financing at the local level.

In order to relate rationally all of our major municipal improve
ments to each other, including streets, sewers, school needs, police 
and fire protection, as well as airports, virtually every municipality 
in the Nation now draws up its capital  programs on a projected 5- 
year basis.

Afte r these capital  programs are drawn up, anywhere from 6 
months to a year is required to receive approval  of the voters for 
our bond issues, and another 6 months to a year is required to com
plete the  underwriting  and financing of the bonds. And as has been 
said, on the local level, we have to tie in airpo rt bonds with other 
programs such as schools and sewers. Often one big issue covers not 
only ai rport s but many o ther things.

If  we bear  in mind tha t these expenditures are required to protect 
the safety, not just of the citizens of Atlanta, but of all of the air 
travel ing public of America, it seems to me that  the Congress is 
faced with a clear choice. If  it wants the localities to participate in 
providing the requirements necessary to protect the a ir-traveling pub
lic i t must relate its financing provisions to the realistic capabilities  
of the local communities.

A short-time authorization program, and particularly annual ap
propria tions, makes programing  at the local level impossible. If  
Congress insists on annual appropria tions  then it must be willing 
to shoulder the full cost of airp ort development.

As to the amount of money required, our surveys indicate tha t for 
the next 4-year period 1,464 airp ort projects are planned by U.S. 
communities at an estimated cost of $1.1 billion. It is anticipa ted 
tha t $588 million of this cost can be met out of State and local funds, 
leaving a deficit of $537 million.

We should also like to suggest some specific changes in the bills 
before this committee. It is our opinion th at the Federal Government 
should pay 100 percent of the costs of procurement and installat ion 
of the following:

(1) Land required for the installa tion, maintenance, and opera
tion of approach ligh t systems;

(2) High- intens ity side lighting  on ru nwa ys:
(3) Clear zones and any other projects necessitated by safety re

quirements of the Administ rator  or o ther Federal agencies; and
(4) The cost of construction of any pa rt of an airp ort building 

intended to afford facilities for housing activi ties of the United States 
relating to a ir traffic control, weather repor ting, and communications 
activities relat ing to air traffic control.

We advocate the above because i f these safety requirements are es
sential from the standpoint  of safety for the national system it is
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im pe rat ive  t h a t t he  F ed era l Governm ent be able to ins tall  them with 
ou t t he  delays  which  might  be  incu rre d in loca l finan cing.

We also believe th at  it  is esse ntia l fro m the sta nd po in t of  sound 
prog raming th at the  ann oun cem ent  of allocations fo r the  next  fiscal 
ye ar  should  be made  by J an uar y 1.

On th e s ection governi ng  the redi str ibut ion of  funds  we recommend 
th at  2 fiscal ye ars be used  ins tead of  1, because 1 year is not  ade qua te 
in many cases to  tak e accoun t of  the  del ays  in the  ad mi nis tra tiv e 
ma chi ner y of  the Fe de ral A viati on  A gen cy and the local spon sors .

We  also favo r the ret ention of  the  presen t sta tu tory  pro vis ion s 
which give  the Adm in ist ra to r some flexib ilit y on which is or is not 
elig ible  fo r bu ild ing con struc tion gr an ts . Und er  the  prese nt law, 
ba rs,  cocktai l loun ges , and othe r specified  item s hav e been made in 
elig ible , leav ing  to  th e discre tion of  t he Adm in is tra to r wh eth er or  not 
need ed pub lic  use space, m ain tenanc e e quipm ent space, and  ot he r space 
can have F ed eral  financial  p ar tic ipat ion.

The Adm in is tra to r has exercised his  dis cre tion in th is  mat te r 
th ro ug h reg ulati on s and by his  cr ite ria  and pr io ri ty  system which 
makes t erm ina l bu ild ing s elig ible  o nly  in ra re  cases af te r sa fe ty  items 
are  adeq uately  ca red  for.  Yet , in those cases w here comm unit ies hav e 
at ta ined  an a deq uat e syste m of runw ays an d tax iways, the  i nad equ acy  
of  the  ram p and ter mina l bu ild ing facil iti es  can  resu lt in delay s and  
problems whi ch preclude the safe and efficient use of  the  air wa ys  and  
the  land ing a rea .

The prese nt law  recognizes  th at  such  sit ua tio ns  may  exi st and pe r
mi ts the Adm in ist ra to r t o alleviate t hem . We  believe  that  it is in the  
bes t int ere st of  av iat ion  dev elopment  th at  th is  flexib ility rem ain  in 
the law .

We also be lieve t ha t a p ro jec t cost incu rre d pr io r to t he  ex ecution  of  
the  g ra nt  agr eem ent  should  be allo wable  if  it wou ld have  been allow
able  if  incurre d af te r the  execution of  the  gr an t agreem ent , and if  it 
was incurred  fo r or in connect ion wi th or  a s a con dit ion  pre cedent to 
the ai rp or t imp rov ement  pu rsua nt  to  plans thereto fore  approv ed  in 
wri tin g with an exp ress pro vis ion  th at  costs so incurre d wou ld be al 
lowed when and if the gr an t agree me nt was execute d bu t no such 
ap prov al  sha ll ob ligate  the  Un ite d St ates  to  pa y any po rtion  of  the  
proje ct costs unle ss and un til  the  gr an t agree me nt is executed.

On some occas ions there is an in te rv al  of  as lon g as 6 mo nth s be
tween the  ap prov al  by FA A of  the  plan s fo r a .civ il ai rp or t p ro ject  and  
the actual  executio n o f th e F ed eral -a id  g ra nt  agree men t.

Because of  FA A ’s prese nt inab ili ty  to  make pay ments  fo r work 
star ted or  completed pr io r to the ac tua l execut ion  of  the for ma l gr an t 
agreem ent , th e ai rp or t sponso r is  of ten  faced wi th the  choice of  dela y
ing a much-neede d proje ct or  su rren de rin g his  claim to Fe de ra l aid 
fo r the  po rti on  com pleted pr io r to  the  execution of  the gr an t agree 
men t. To cure th is  ad min ist ra tiv e difficulty  we suggest such  pa y
ments  be pe rm itt ed  sub jec t to the above conditio ns.

Gentlemen , the passage of the  leg islation  befor e you is esse ntia l to 
the fu tu re  develop ment of  a modern, effect ive, and  efficient ai r tr an s
po rta tio n system fo r the Nation .

We  sim ply  cannot hand le the  ai rc ra ft  of  the  sixt ies  and the  seven
tie s on a irpo rts w ith  th e ca pabil ities  of the  fifti es.
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Development at the pace required  by technological advances in air 
craft design, the continual increase in passenger and freight a ir travel , 
and by the demands of civil and mili tary  defense considerations is 
beyond the capacity of local governments to finance alone.

It  is neither wise nor equitable to assume tha t they can.
I thank you, gentleman, very much for the privilege of appearing  

before you.
Mr. H arris. Tha t completes your statement, does it, Mayor Ha rts 

field?
Mayor Hartsfield. Yes, sir.
Mr. Harris. Mr. Friedel, do you have any questions?
Mr. Friedel. No questions, but I  just want to compliment the mayor 

on a very fine statement.
Mayor Hartsfield. Thank you, Mr. Friedel.
Mr. Friedel. It  explains in detail everyth ing very fairly .
Mayor Hartsfield. Thank you, sir. Thank you.
Mr. W illiams. Thank you very much. Mr. Springer, do you have 

any questions ?
Mr. Springer. No questions.
Mr. H arris. I would like to ask you three or four questions, Mayor 

Hartsfield.
Mayor Hartsfield. Yes, sir.
Mr. H arris. In view of your statement, representing the American 

Municipal Association, about the progress you have had and your 
experience with your own airport, I join with the chairman of the 
subcommittee in complimenting you on the progress tha t you have 
made with the very fine facilities tha t you have a t Atlanta.

I have also recently had occasion to be there. I was visiting with 
a Member of Congress, a member of this committee, there.

How long did it take you to construct this airport ?
Mr. Williams. I th ink I can answer that .
Mayor Hartsfield. If  you are refe rring  to the present terminal 

building, about 2 years. The airport itself was acquired in 1925. I 
picked it out.

And we have been working on it and madly increasing runways 
and taxiways  and buying additional land ever since.

Mr. H arris. Well, I am ta lking about y our improved or expanded 
program which resulted in what you have now’, the increased land
ing facilities and so forth.

Mayor Hartsfield. We began back in the early 1950’s by voting 
bonds and availing ourselves of the first Federa l aid offered to mod
ernize tha t airport .

We are very proud of the fact tha t we used that  money for first 
things, which wras the safety of the airport,  to extend runways, to 
install better navigational systems, drainage, to acquire additional 
land for approach clearances. We withheld asking the Federa l Gov
ernment for any money for a terminal . We kept our people for 10 
years in an old tin hanger while we were using all of  our bond funds 
and all of our Federa l aid on runways to make them safe.

Mr. Harris. Now’, you had your first bonds in early 1950 ?
Mayor Hartsfield. Yes, sir.
Mr. Harris. Have you had any since then ?
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Mayor Hartsfield. We have had two bond issues out there, a bond 
issue that I  recall was a bond issue for about $3 million and this last 
one for $9 million.

Mr. H arris. Now, when was the las t bond issue ?
Mayor H artsfield. The last bond issue was the  one tha t we have 

completed the terminal with. It  was voted in 1957, and we matched 
tha t with Federal  aid and with revenue certificates,

We have a revenue certificate law and under it, we have issued— 
well, the whole terminal  complex represents tha t $18 million, $9 
million general obligation bonds, about $5 million Federa l aid and 
the balance revenue certificates.

Mr. H arris. Mayor, did you have any difficulty developing this 
project you have there because of the present procedure on grant 
agreements ?

Mayor H artsfield. Well, sir, we have been a little hard pressed 
at times and we have extended ourselves with revenue certificates.

And, as I  said, we have got this estimate of receipts and we hope 
tha t we are going to make good on it and pay off those revenue 
certificates.

Mr. Harris. Yes. I am sure you will do that, too, but you do not 
issue revenue certificates a t all until  your grant agreement with the 
Federa l agency has been completed, do you ?

Mayor Hartsfield. Well, some of our grant agreements are still 
in process of being carried out.

We have not gotten all of the money yet.
Mr. H arris. But you also had agreements that  reach back as far  

as the early part of 1950 ?
Mayor H artsfield. Yes, sir. We have managed to get a little  

Federa l help ever since it started.
Mr. Harris. Well, the question is tha t you suggest here tha t we 

change the law to make money available for  work completed before 
the grant agreements have been concluded, as I understand it.  Is that  
right ?

Mayor H artsfield. Of course, I am speaking not simply for 
Atla nta  but for every city in the Nation.

Mr. H arris. I know you are, and tha t is the reason I raised the 
question.

How can you or the American Municipal Association expect the 
Federa l Government to appropr iate  funds and make it available 
before the agreement has been concluded between the Government 
and the sponsors ?

Mayor Hartsfield. I don’t—let me confer with my associate here.
Mr. H arris. You can identi fy your associate with you i f you like.
Mayor Hartsfield. I would like for Mr. McLaughlin to answer 

tha t question.
Mr. McLaughlin. I am Patric k McLaughlin, the director of 

Federa l activities  for the American Municipal Association.
What the mayor is speaking of is an instance where there is a lapse 

of time before the final agreement is executed, and it is a project 
which would have been allowable by the gran t agreement, but the 
need is so pressing that you have to go ahead with it, and then you 
are faced with a change of either going ahead with it because it is 
an emergency project or giving up your Federa l partic ipation.
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So what he is suggesting is in such instances if it had been some
thing  that would have been allowable under the gran t agreement, 
but because of the lapse of time in completing the grant agreement, 
then it would be allowable when the g rant agreement is finally exe
cuted.

Mr. Harris. Well, th at still does not answer my question.
How could you expect the Federal Government to permit the funds 

to be appropriated before an agreement is made between the Federa l 
Government and the sponsor ?

Mr. McLaughlin. Well, they are not paid until the final grant 
agreement is executed.

Mr. Harris. 1 thought you suggested here tha t these funds be 
available before the grant  agreement is signed.

Mr. McLaughlin. No, tha t they be allowable, allowable in the 
final grant agreement but not until the final grant agreement is 
executed.

Mr. Harris. I see. That  is all.
Thank you.
Mr. Williams. Mr. Mayor, I go through Atlanta, as you know 

probably, quite often. I guess I  have been there a dozen times th is 
spring on my way to and from my home in Mississippi. Atla nta is 
a stop on the way.

I would like to ask you, just out of curiosity, how much general 
aviation operations take place off of the Atla nta  Municipal Airport.

Is there any general aviation to any extent on that airport?
Mayor Hartsfield. You mean activities unrelated  to scheduled 

flights?
Mr. Williams. Other  than  regularly scheduled carriers.
Mayor Hartsfield. Well, of course, the airport has many related 

businesses.
There are airplane insurance services, airplane service-----
Mr. Williams. No, I am speaking of general aviation. I am 

refer ring to business airc raft or light sports airc raft , individually 
owned aircraft.

Mayor H artsfiew. Only a fai r amount of unscheduled flying. Of 
course, there  is some freight  flying and business aircra ft but, frank ly, 
we have discouraged milita ry flying, Reserve flying, because we have 
such a heavy amount of scheduled landings and departures there.

Mr. Williams. Private flying is what 1 am talking about.
Mayor Hartsfield. There is some. There are some that find th at 

side of the county and that  side of the town economical to use.
Mr. Williams. What is that  old field, the old Navy field, being 

used for.
Mayor Hartsfield. That field is being operated,  I understand, by 

De Kalb County for private flying.
Mr. Williams. That is the general aviation airport?
Mayor Hartsfield. For  business and industry in that section. It 

has limited runways.
It will not take the large planes. And then, of course, Fulto n 

County operates another airpo rt which will not take the l arger planes 
but which is very fine for business airc raft and, incidentally , the 
Federal Aviation Authority  has some offices there  on that airpo rt.

Then the military a ircra ft goes to Dobbins Field  in Marietta,  which
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is also the field of Lockheed, and they use tha t port. Of course, the 
military has courtesy use of the Atlanta Airport as well.

Incidentally, the field is now the base fo r Delta ’s jet maintenance. 
They have a base there.

Mr. W illiams. I believe Atlanta is about the  fourth or fifth busiest 
airport in the country, is it not ?

Mayor H artsfield. I t used to range about fifth or sixth in total 
landings. It  now runs about sixth  or seventh.

It  is an interchange airport.
Mr. Williams. I am asking these questions now purely out of curi

osity more than anything else.
What  do you plan to do with the old te rmina l building?
Mayor Hartsfield. The old tin hangar ?
Mr. W illiams. Yes.
Mayor Hartsfield. Well, we built it to salvage. It  can be torn 

out.
The terminal facilities in there are very similar to the old New 

Orleans hangar and can be rented out.
But for a long-time basis that  spot on the field will be leased to 

Eastern  Airlines for the building of a prop maintenance base. They 
propose to maintain thei r prop planes in Atlanta and I presume to 
continue maintaining  their  jets in Miami.

Mr. Williams. Mr. Friedel, do you have any questions?
Mr. F riedel. I have no questions.
Mr. Williams. Mr. Harris,  do you have any questions?
Mr. H arris. No.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Mayor-----
Mayor Hartsfield. Yes, Mr. Fr iedel?
Mr. Friedel. You feel tha t unless this  program is extended for 5 

years, and you can have your  long-range gran ts beyond a year or two, 
that is the only feasible way that  this building program will work?

Mayor H artsfield. Yes, sir , because local communities have got to 
plan well ahead. And I come here bragg ing about my airport, but 
I must admit tha t a fellow with a good airport is like a fellow with 
a paved road in front of his house. It is not going to do him any good 
unless everybody else has got one and unless we can build these other 
airpo rts up, the Atlan ta airpo rt will not be successful over a long 
range.

And we are here in the interest of a national system. And may I  
bring this out—excuse me, sir—in the event of national disaster or 
a great war, in my opinion, the only way we are going to get around 
this country quickly is with a system of good airports, and it is going 
to be over a period of years, because the  type of destructive warfare 
to which wTe will be subjected in the future , will tear up the railroads 
and tea r up the  highways.

Mr. F riedel. Well, mv question is thi s: What  effect would this 
bill have on the airpo rts throughout the United States if it were 
handled on a year-to-year basis.

Mayor H artsfield. Year-to-year appropriations?
Mr. F riedel. Yes.
IVJayor Hartsfield. Well, I don’t think you can fit it in with the 

conditions of local government. I don’t th ink you could fit it  in. I 
don’t think you could do that with navigat ion.
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I don’t think tha t great dams could be built that  way.
Mr. Williams. The fact is, th at is the  way they are built, Mayor 

Hartsfield.
Mayor Hartsfield. But they are planned and committed as a whole.
Mr. Williams. But the Congress appropria tes afte r the plan has 

been made available to the Congress and justified to the Appropria 
tions Committee.

Mayor H artsfield. Yes, sir, but tha t is your dam, see? And you 
commit yourself to build it and you can appropriate the money every 
year.

Now, local government has got to go through campaigns to pass 
bonds.

You have got to tell the people when you pass those bonds, “Now, 
we propose to match this money with an available Federal program.”

Unless we have got it, we can’t do it. We can’t tell them that.  
We have been through tha t.

When we voted that  $9 million we voted all we could. We had a 
committee that  surveyed schools, highways, the desperate needs of 
the community and we went before them—I am one who went before 
them—and begged and pleaded for more airp ort money.

And they said, “We can't, out of the bonding capacity of the city, 
allocate you more than $9 million.” And now, i f we had not been 
able to say to the people that we will supplement this with a certain 
amount oi Federal aid we wouldn’t have been able to have planned this 
great project at all.

So unless we have a definite program that  we can say-----
Mr. Williams. You missed the point of the question entirely, 

Mayor Hartsfield.
Mr. Friedel. My question was: What effect would this bill have on 

airports throughout the United States if it were handled by year-to- 
year appropriations?

Now, as I understand it, you said that  it could not work out that  
way because you have to go through State legislatures to get a bill 
passed to create a bond issue, and then you have to sell it to  the public, 
which takes from a year to 18 months.

But what I want to know is wha t effect will it have if it is done on 
a yearly  appropriation?

What effect will it have on the cities o r the States where they are 
planning to use this money ?

Mayor H artsfield. I don’t think we could work under it at all. I 
just don't think it would work with annual appropria tions.

Mr. Friedel. Well, I am in accord with you. I just want to have 
this made clear for the record.

Mayor Hartsfield. I do n't think we could work on it.
Mr. Friedel. Tha t is all.
Mr. Williams. May I say th is :
I t has gone a long pret ty well for 100 or 75 years without having 

this back-door program, by going through the Appropriations Com
mittee and permitting  the Congress to keep close tab on the expendi
tures o f the public moneys and to keep a review au thority on appro 
priations. I see no reason why th is program should be handled any 
differently from any other program and taken out from under the 
control of the Congress.
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Now, what he is talking about, what Mr. Friedel is ta lking about, 
is the suggestion in this legislation that the agency be given a  blank 
check to obligate the Treasury in the absence of appropriations for 
these expenditures.

Mr. Friedel. Tha t is your wording, not mine.
Mr. Williams. Tha t is true. And then the Congress, once it is 

obligated, it has tha t over and above the budget. It  cannot be 
budgeted.

It  is utter ly impossible fo r that to be included in the budget for the 
Federal Government, because the budget has to be approved in ad
vance, submitted to the Appro priations Committee and must go 
through the Congress in the regular fashion.

Tha t is the point tha t we are making in this regard.
I, personally, feel that  Congress would be abrogating or surrender

ing or delegating  its constitutional responsibility to exercise control 
over the expenditure of public  monev if  it follows th rough with this 
bill as the bill is written in that  regard.

Mayor H artsfield. Could I have our Mr. McLaughlin comment on 
tha t statement, Mr. Williams ?

Mr. Williams. Surely.
Mr. McLaughlin. There is this difference: When you build a dam 

that is the Federal Government’s dam, it is the Federal Government’s 
financing completely.

This bill or this program contemplates local matching. Now, i f we 
accept the premise tha t what we are building is a nationa l airport 
system and fulfilling certain safety requirements, then you are asking 
local governments to pick up par t of th at cost, and the real ities of local 
financing are such tha t it can't he done on a year-to-year  basis.

It  takes longer than tha t to raise money. And without knowing 
what the Federal contribution is in advance, the realities of local 
financing are tha t you are not going to be able to get the localities to 
accept their share of the burden.

Mr. Williams. Well, now, th at brings me around to the point tha t 
was admitted yesterday by Mr. Halaby, when he was before this com
mittee, and tha t is tha t the pr imary responsibility is with the localities 
and not with the Federal  Government. »

For th at reason, the localities should first make their money avail
able before the Federal Government even considers theirs  available, 
and it is just  a question of where you are goinsr to star t and whether 
the Federal Government is just going to dangle a sack of money in «
fron t of the community and say, “Now, if you do so and so you can 
have this,” or if it  is going to say to the community, “Now, if you want 
to, if you are willing to do vour share of it, then we will consider 
whether it is in the national interest for us to partic ipate  in th is.'

Mr. McLaughlin. The o ther side of  it, sir, is that if the safety of 
me, as a man traveling from New York to Atlan ta or to Dallas and so 
forth—is  my safety, as an air passenger, to depend upon the ability 
of any single city to finance these thin gs this  year?

Mr. W illiams. Well, regardless of th at, I wish I had a copy of the 
Constitution in front of me.

There is a section in article I—section 9. T believe—which places 
upon the Congress the sole responsibility for the appropriation  of
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public money and does not give Congress any authority to delegate 
tha t responsibility.

And tha t is what I am think ing about. Regardless of how much 
burden it might put upon us, until the Consti tution is changed, by vote 
of the people or the legislature in the manner provided in the Consti
tution, I feel tha t we have to go by the rules as they are set out in the 
Constitution.

I am sure you agree to that.
Mr. Harris. Mr. Chairman, on tha t par ticu lar subject, may I ask 

this?
Wha t is your name, please, sir?"
Mr. McLaughlin. Pa t McLaughlin. I am with  the American Mu

nicipal Association.
Mr. Harris. Well now, you mentioned Federal public works p roj 

ects such as dams and so forth.
If  an authorization is made for a period of, say, 5 years or 4 years  

or whatever it might be, and the Appropria tions  Committee under 
tha t authority  appropria tes the money for the full  period for use until 
expended, wouldn't tha t give the sponsors an opportunity to plan 
thei r programs ?

Mr. McLaughlin. Well, they don’t know what the Appropria tions 
Committee is going to do next year. In fact, th is Congress can’t bind 
a future Congress on what its Appropria tions  Committee is going to 
do.

So if they are p lanning a 5-year capital program how do they know 
what X number of dollars is going to be appropriated ?

Mr. Harris. Well, if the Appro priations Committee authorizes 
them to do it they can.

Mr. McLaughlin. Oh, yes.
Mr. Harris. Well, what would be the-----
Mr. McLaughlin. But the Appropria tions Committee of  the suc

ceeding Congress is not bound by what the Appropria tions Commit
tee of this Congress does.

Mr. W illiams. No, bu t tha t is what you are trying to get around, 
congressional control over the expenditure. You want to set up a 5- 
year program and give money, without  the approval  of Congress 
over that 5-year period, up to a certain amount.

Mr. Harris. But, Congress could make the money available until 
expended, which would give ample oppor tunity for you to develop 
the projects as it does with military public works programs and a lot 
of others. Of course, a future Congress could rescind such an appro
priation but after all, if there is not a degree of faith  between the 
Congress and the municipalities, why, I do not think we could pro
ceed with  any of these programs necessary, whether it is defense or 
anyth ing else.

I think that each one has got to have some degree of faith  in the 
other.

That  is all.
Mr. Williams. Thank you. Thank you very much, Mayor.
Mayor Hartsfield. Thank you, gentlemen.
(The full text of the written  statement of Mayor Hartsfie ld fol

lows:)
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Statement of William B. Haktsfield, Mayor of Atlanta, Ga., on Behalf 
of the American Municipal Association

Gentlemen, I am Mayor William B. Hartsfield, of Atlanta, chairman of the 
American Municipal Association’s Airports Committee. The American Municipal 
Association represents  more than 13,000 cities, towns, and villages throughout 
the country.

This is a particularly auspicious occasion for me to appear before this com
mittee, because a little over a week ago I fulfilled a longstanding dream of mine 
w’hen I opened Atlanta’s new, modern jet age terminal. The consideration with 
which this committee has treated the testimony of our organization in the past 
had a great deal to do with the success of tha t undertaking.

Our new air  terminal cost us $18 million, of which the Federal Government 
provided $5 million. On the basis of present estimates our operations next year 
will return  revenue to us in the amount of $2.8 million, an amount sufficient to 
pay all of our operating costs as well as  our annual  amortization of the bonded 
debt. To give you an idea of the tyi>e of revenue-raising activities involved in 
tha t bright revenue picture, we are  realizing $160,000 a year out of one insurance 
booth.

I cite our Atlanta progress in order to demonstrate tha t I  can speak completely 
objectively as the American Municipal Association’s spokesman when I state  that  
the airports program you have before you is absolutely essential to assure that  
we have a national system of airports which keep pace with the growth of air  
transportation.

The American Municipal Association is one of the organizations which jointly 
prepared the brochure “The Federal Airport Program Should Be Extended” which 
we are  mailing to every Member of Congress. At this point I should like to re 
quest permission to e nter this brochure—I already  entered i t—into the record as 
well as the statem ent on ai rports  contained in the national municipal policy of 
the American Municipal Association.

As fa r as Atlanta  and some of t he other larg er cities which now have highly 
developed airpo rts are concerned our interest in th is legislation is twofold. One, 
we think tha t all airports, including our own, should receive F ederal gran ts for 
such add itional runways, navigational  and traffic controls as are deemed neces
sary by the FAA to increase the safety of our airways. Two, because our air 
ports can only truly fulfill their mission if we have a truly national system of ai r
ports throughout the Nation, we are intereste d in having funds made available to 
build up the  smaller feeder airpor ts which connect with our larger airports .

In order to establish the national system of airpor ts which is required we 
think a minimum program of $100 million per year for a 5-year period is called 
for.

To deal with the length of the contrac t authorization first. Long-term con
tinuity is absolutely essential if we are to have an orderly, efficient and eco
nomical development of our national airpo rt system. We cannot move ahead in 
fits and star ts. We cannot continue to plan long-term programs and then have 
to postpone or abandon them because of the uncertainty of Federal financing. A 
5-year program is essential in order to es tablish orderly development of our air 
ports system.

Along the same lines, a requirement to have the appropriations  fixed on a year- 
to-year basis ignores completely the realiti es of capital programing and bond 
financing at  the local level.

In order to relate  rationally all of our major municipal improvements to each 
other, including streets, sewers, school needs, police and fire protection as well 
as airports virtual ly every municipality in the Nation now draws up its capital 
programs on a projected 5-year basis. After these capital programs are drawn  
up, anywhere from 6 months to a year is required to receive approval of the 
voters for our bond issues, and another 6 months to a year is required to com
plete the  underw riting and financing of the bonds.

If we bear in mind that  these expenditures are required to protect the safety, 
not jus t of the citizens of Atlanta, bu t of al l of the air-traveling public of America 
it seem to me that  the Congress is faced with a clear choice. If it wants the 
localities to participate in providing the requirements necessary to protect the 
air-travel ing public it  must relate  its  financing provisions to the realis tic capabil
ities of the local communities. A short time authorization program, and particu
larly annual appropriations,  makes programing at the local level impossible.
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If  Congress ins ists  on a nn ual app rop riat ion s the n it  mu st be w illing  to shoulder 
the full cost of  ai rp or t development.

As to the  amo unt  of money required,  our surv eys  indi cate  th at  for  the  next 4- 
year period 1,464 air po rt pro ject s ar e planned by U.S. communities at  an est i
mate d cost of $1.1 billion. It  is ant icip ated th at  $588 million  of thi s cost  can be 
met out of Sta te and  local funds , leavin g a deficit of $537 million.

We should also like to sugge st some specific chang es in the bills before this 
committee. I t is our  o pinion th at  the  Feder al Gover nment  should  pay 100 per 
cent  of the  costs of proc urem ent and  ins tal lat ion  of the  following : (1 ) lan d re
quired for the  insta lla tion, main tenance, and  o per atio n of approach lig ht systems,  
(2 ) high intens ity  side lighting  on runw ays, (3 ) clear zones and  any oth er pro
ject s necessi tated  by safety  requ irem ents  of the  Admin istrator or oth er Feder al 
agencies, and  (4 ) the  cost of constructio n of any  pa rt  of an ai rp or t buildi ng 
intend ed to afford  fac ilit ies  for  housing  act ivi ties of the United Sta tes  relating 
to ai r traffic control , wea ther  reporting , and communications act ivi ties rel ating 
to a ir  traffic cont rol.

We advocate the  above because  if  these safety  requirem ents  ar e ess ent ial from 
the  sta ndp oin t of  safe ty for  the  n atio nal  system it  is impe rativ e th at  the  Fed era l 
Governm ent be able to ins tal l them wit hou t the delay s which mig ht be inc urr ed 
in local financing.

We also believe th at  it  is essent ial from the  stan dpo int of sound prog ram ing 
th at  the announcement  of allocatio ns for the next fiscal yea r should be made  by 
Ja nu ary 1.

On the section governing the  red istr ibu tion of fun ds we recommend th at  2 
fiscal years be used instead  of 1, because  1 ye ar is not adeq uate  in man y cases 
to take  accou nt of the  delays in the admi nis tra tiv e machinery of the  Fed era l 
Aviation Agency an d the local sponsors.

We also fav or the  rete ntio n of the  pre sen t sta tut ory provisions which  give 
the  Admin istrator some flexib ility on which is or is not  eligible for build ing con
stru ctio n gra nts . Under the pre sen t law, bars , cock tail lounges and oth er speci
fied items have been made ineligible , leavin g to the  discretion of the Adminis
tra to r whe ther  or not  needed public use space, mai nten ance  equ ipment space, and 
oth er space can  have Fed era l financ ial p arti cipatio n.

The Adminis tra tor  has  exerci sed his disc retion in this  ma tte r thro ugh  reg ula
tions  and by his cri ter ia and pri ori ty system  which makes  term inal build ings 
eligible only in ra re  cases af te r safety  items  ar e adeq uate ly cared  for. Yet, in 
those  cases where communities  have att ain ed  an ade qua te system of run ways 
and  taxiw ays, the  inade quacy of the  ram p and  term inal buildin g fac ilit ies  can 
res ult  in delay s and problems which preclude the  safe  and efficient use of the  
airwa ys and the  landing area . The pre sen t law recognizes that  such situ ations  
may exis t and perm its the  Ad minis trat or to alle via te them. We believe th at  it  
is in the best int ere st of aviatio n development th at  thi s flexibi lity rem ain  in 
the  law.

We also believe th at  a  pro ject  c ost incu rred  pri or to the execution of the gr an t 
agreem ent should be allowable if it  would have been allowable if incurre d af te r 
the  execution of the  gr an t agreem ent, and if it was incu rred  for  o r in connection 
with  or as a condition prec eden t to the ai rp or t improvement  pursu ant to plan s 
thereto fore  approved in writin g with  an exp ress  provision tha t costs so incurre d 
would be allowed when and if the  gr an t agre eme nt was executed but  no such 
approval shall  obligate the  Unite d Sta tes  to pay any  portio n of the pro ject  costs 
unless  and u nti l the  gr an t a greem ent is exec uted.

On some occasions the re is an interv al of as long as 6 months between  the  a p
prova l by FAA of the plan s for a civil ai rp or t pro jec t and the act ual  execution 
of the  Federal aid gr an t agree ment . Because of FAA’s pres ent ina bil ity  to 
make  paym ents for work sta rte d or completed pri or to the  actual  execution 
of the formal gr an t agreem ent, the air po rt sponso r is often faced with the  choice 
of delaying a much needed pro ject  or sur ren der ing  h is claim to Fed era l aid  for 
the  j>ortion completed pri or to the execut ion of the gr an t agreeme nt. To cur e th is 
adm inistra tive difficulty we suggest  such paymen ts be perm itted  subj ect to the  
above conditions.

Gentlemen, the  passage of the  legis lation before you is esse ntia l to the  fu ture  
development of a modern, effective and efficient ai r tran spo rta tion syste m for 
the  Nation.

We simply cann ot han dle the  ai rc ra ft of the  six ties and the  seventies  on a ir 
port s with  the  capab iliti es of th e fifties.
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Development at  the  pace require d by technological advances in ai rc ra ft de
sign, the  continual increase  in passenge r and fre igh t ai r travel, and by the  de
mands o f civi l and mi lita ry defense considera tions is beyond the  capacity  of local 
governments to finance alone.

It  is ne ither wise nor  equitab le to assume th at  they can.
Mr. W illiams. Mr. Thomas Jordan.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS K. JORDAN, VICE PRESIDENT, MUNICIPAL
AND AIRPORT DIVISION, AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIA
TION, ACCOMPANIED BY BEN F. OSTERGREN, MANAGING DIREC
TOR, COUNTY DIVISION, MUNICIPA L AND AIRPORT DIVISION,
AMERICAN ROAD BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION

Air. J ordan. Gentlemen, my name is Thomas K. Jordan, and the 
gentleman on my left is Mr. Ben F. Ostergren , the managing director, 
County Division, Municipal and Airp ort Division, of the American 
Road Builders’ Association.

I am director of the Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission and 
I appea r here today in my capacity as pres ident of the Municipal and 
Airport Division of the American Road Builders’ Association.

The American Road Builders’ Association, which was organized in 
1902, has a membership of about 7,000 with representation from all 
branches of the highway and airport industry and engineering profes
sion. Incidental ly, I am a registered professional engineer.

The membership is composed of seven organized divisions—the 
county division, which consists of county highway officials and engi
neers; the engineering division, which includes consulting engineers 
engaged in highway and a irpo rt work; the educational division, repre
senting professors and students in civil engineering schools; the con
tractors  division, the manufacturer s division, the  materials and serv
ices division—these three representing indus try groups—and the mu
nicipal and a irport division.

In addition, the association has several hundred  at-large  members, 
including State and Federal officials and  commercial and investment 
bankers interested in highway and airpor t programs.

Included in the membership of the municipal and airp ort division 
are 300 municipal and airp ort administrators  and engineers. Our 
interest in airport development predates the original Federal -Aid 
Airpor t Act.

The current position of the association with regard to the Federal- 
aid airport construction program is stated in the following resolution, 
which was adopted at our recent national convention:

Resolution  No. 5

Whereas the  Fede ral-a id ai rpor t construction program is essent ial to the fu r
the r development of the  Nation’s air  tra nspo rta tio n s yst em ; and

Whereas the  present program exp ires  on J un e 30,1961; and
Whereas in the  absence of a firm prog ram it  is prac tica lly impossible  to pro

ceed with  the  long-range  planning  which is essentia l to the successful prosecu
tion o f the  ai rpor t p rogram ; and

Whe reas  a long-range  program at  a n adequa te level is essential  for  a ir  safe ty 
and  the  orde rly development of the  ai r transp ort ation  syste m: Now, there fore,  
be it

Resolved by the Amer ican Road Bu ilde rs' Association in Convent ion assembled 
at At lan tic  City, N J. , this 7th day of March 1961, That the associat ion petit ion
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th e  Co ng ress of  th e  U ni te d S ta te s to  ac t sp ee di ly  to  ex te nd th e  Fed er al- a id  a ir 
po rt  pr og ra m  fo r a t le ast  5 years  w ith an  au th ori za ti on  to ob ligat e $100 
mill ion an nu al ly .

The position of the association, as expressed in the resolution, 
reflects a consensus drawn from two points of view :

1. The point of view of  the segment of our membership which is 
actively engaged in the construction, maintenance and operation of 
airport facilities, with firsthand, everyday knowledge of the need for 
expanding our Federal-aid  airport p rog ram ; and

2. A more general point of view derived from the association’s 
59-year experience in working for an adequate, long-range highway 
program.

From this last-named point of view, (he association sees certain 
parallels  between the airpo rt and highway programs, and believes tha t 
our Federal-aid airpor t program can benefit from lessons learned in 
the development of the highway program.

The most important lesson of all, we believe, is that  tran sportation  
development programs tend to lag behind established needs, and t ha t 
this lag is an  economic waste which the Nation can ill afford.

Five years ago, Congress approved  a long-range  Federal-a id high 
way program geared to the objective of bringing our nationa l high
way system up to standards adequate for the traffic volume of the 
year 1975. Even with this long-range  approach, a very determined 
effort is required  to get the highways built early enough fo r the full 
benefits to be reaped.

A similar approach seems logical and justified in the case of air 
ports. A 5-year extension of the Federal  a irport  program is the bare 
minimum to permi t State and local officials to develop sound, long- 
range construction programs based on the forecasts of traffic growth.

The highway program has also demonstra ted the advantages of 
developing close liaison between State  and Federal officials, so tha t 
the work is done on a partnership basis; and the soundness of financ
ing the work through the matching of Federal grants.

In our judgment, H.R. 6580 is good, forward-looking legislation. 
The purpose of the bill has our full support.

The adequate development of airports  is essential to the safety  of 
the travel ing public, the development of our national  economy, and 
the requirements of nationa l defense. The Federa l Airport program 
should be continued and expanded.

Considerations of safety are extremely important in considering 
the a irport const ruction program.  An airp ort which may be safe fo r 
the existing volume of traffic can become an unsafe airp ort if the 
volume of traffic increases, unless we also increase the ground facilities.

Additional runways and other ground facilities  become a “must”, 
for safety’s sake, when air  traffic increases. The special requirements 
of jet age aircra ft have increased the potent ial hazards  of adding  
extra traffic to our existing airp ort facilities.

While we are encouraged by the fact that H.R. 6580 does provide 
for an expanded program, with authorizations  of $75 million per 
annum, we are impressed with the needs survey conducted by 
NASAO, AOC, and A AAE, and believe that  the  findings of the sur
vey document the position tha t author izations at the rate  of $100
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million per year are fully justified as an economic investment which 
will retu rn benefits substantially in excess of the cost.

The provision for a special author ization of $7 million to be used 
for the purpose  of developing general aviation airports is a good one. 
However, in many States, a large r share of airp ort construction funds 
could be used to good effect in the development of general aviation 
facilities.

We support  the suggestion tha t 25 percent of the  sums apport ioned 
to each State be earmarked for general aviation airports provided 
tha t any portion of this 25 percent not needed to  meet firm project 
applications during  the first fiscal year of availabil ity should become 
available for other types of projects within the State concerned. 
There is a definite need fo r encouraging  the development of airpo rts 
in the general aviation category. This is an area in which Federal 
leadership can be highly beneficial, and this is another area where 
considerations of safety are especially important.

We believe tha t the amendment which would make a Sta te’s ap
portionment available only during the year for which it was first 
authorized to be obligated is a step backward. The States frequently 
require a longer period of time to firm up projects. For purposes 
of orderly planning, the 2-year obligation period provided by present 
law is much more useful than  the contemplated 12-month period. 
We are therefore opposed to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we are grateful  for the privilege of testi fying in 
support of the legislation, and we thank the committee for the out
standing work which it is doing in the area of airport development.

Thank you.
Mr. W illiams. Thank you very much. Mr. H arri s, have you any 

questions?
Mr. Harris. No.
Mr. Williams. Thank you very much.
(Thereupon, the complete tex t of the statement  of Mr. Thomas K. 

Jordan  is as follows:)
Statement of the American Road Builders’ Association by Thomas K

Jordan, President, Municipal and Airport Division, ARBA and Director,
Wisconsin State Aeronautics Commission, Madison, Wis.
I am directo r of the Wisconsin State  Aeronautics Commission and I appear 

here today in my capacity as president of the Municipal and Airpor t Division 
of the American Road Builders’ Association.

The American Road Builders’ Association, which was organized in 1902, 
has a membership of about 7,000, with representation from all branches of the 
highway and a irpo rt industry and engineering profession.

The membership is composed of seven organized divisions—the county divi
sion, which consists of county highway officials and engineers; the engineering 
division, which includes consulting engineers engaged in highway and airpo rt 
work;  the educational division, representing professors and students in civil 
engineering schools; the contractors division, the manufacturers division, the 
mater ials and services division—these three  representing industry groups—and 
the municipal and airport division. In addition, the association has several 
hundred at-large members, including State and Federal  officials and commercial 
and investment bankers in terested in highway and ai rpor t programs.

Included in the membership of the municipal and airpo rt division are 300 
municipal and airport admin istrators and engineers. Our interest  in airport 
development predates the original Federal-Aid Airport Act.

The current position of the  association with regard to the Federal-aid airport 
construction program is stated in the following resolution, which was adopted 
at  our recent na tiona l convention:
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“Resolution 5

“Whereas  the  Federal -aid  air po rt construction program is essent ial  to the  
fu rth er  development of the  Nation’s a ir tra nspo rta tio n sys tem; and

“Whe reas the prese nt program  expire s on Ju ne  30,1961; and
“Whereas, in the  absence of a firm program, it  is practic ally  impossible to 

proceed with t he long-range p lann ing which is essenti al to th e successful  p rosecu
tion of the  ai rpor t pr og ram; and

“Whe reas a long-range program  a t an adequa te level is essent ial for  ai r safety  
and the orderly  development of the  ai r transpo rta tio n syste m: Now, therefore, 
be it

Resolved by the American  Road Bui lders' Association in conv ention assem
bled at At lan tic  City, N. J., this  7 th day of March 1961, T ha t the associat ion peti
tion the Congress of the  United Sta tes to ac t speedily to exten d the  Federal -aid  
airpo rt program f or at  lea st 5 year s with an author iza tion to obligate $100 mil 
lion annually .

The position of the  assoc iation, as expressed in the  resolut ion, reflects a con
sensus d raw n from two poin ts of view :

1. The  p oint of view of the  segment  of our  membership which is actively  
engaged  in  the construction , main tenance, and  op eration of ai rpor t faci litie s, 
with firs thand everyday  knowledge of the  need for  expa nding our  Federal - 
aid air po rt pr og ram; and

2. A more general poin t of view derived from the  asso ciat ion’s 59-year 
exper ience in  working fo r an adequate, long-range highway program.

From thi s last-n amed point of view, the  associat ion sees cer tain paral lel s be
tween the  air po rt and highw ay programs, and  believes th at  our Federal -aid  ai r
por t program can benefit fro m lessons learned in the  development of the  highway 
program.

The most important lesson of all, we believe, is th at  tra nsp ort ation  develop
ment programs tend to lag behind established needs, and th at  th is lag  is an 
economic waste which the  Nat ion can i ll afford.

Five years ago, Congress approved a long-range  Fede ral-a id highway p rogram 
geared  to the  objective of b ring ing our nat ion al highway system up to sta ndard s 
adeq uate  fo r the  traffic volume of the  year 1975. Even wi th th is long-range 
approach, a very determined effor t is require d to get the  highways bu ilt  ear ly 
enough fo r the  full  benefits  to  be reaped.

A similar  approach  seems logical and  just ified in the  case of airp ort s. A 
5-year extension of  the  Fed era l air po rt program is the  b are minimum to perm it 
Sta te and local officials to develop sound, long-range cons truct ion programs  
based on th e fo reca sts of traffic growth.

The highway program has  also dem onst rated the  advanta ges of developing 
close liaison between Sta te and Federal  officials, so th at  the work is done on 
a partners hip  b as is ; and the  soundness  of financing the  work thro ugh  th e m atch
ing of Fed era l grants.

In our judgment. H.R. 6580 is good, forward -look ing legisla tion. The purpose 
of th e bill has ou r full support.

The adequa te development of a irp or ts is es sen tial  to the  safety of the traveling 
public, the  development of our  nat ional economy, and the  requ irem ents  of 
nat ional defense. The Fed era l air po rt prog ram should be contin ued and ex
panded.

Cons idera tions  of safety  are  extremely imp ortant  in considering the  airpo rt 
cons truct ion program. An air po rt which may be safe  for the  exis ting  volume 
of traffic can become an unsafe air po rt if the  volume of traffic increases, unless 
we also increase  the  ground faci litie s. Addi tiona l runw ays and other ground 
fac iliti es become a must, for  saf ety ’s sake,  when ai r traffic increases.  The spe
cial requ irem ents  of jet-age ai rc ra ft have  increased the potentia l haz ards of 
adding  ex tra  traffic to our ex isting a irp or t fac ilitie s.

While we are encouraged by the  fac t th at  II.R. 6580 does provide for  an 
expanded program, with  author iza tions of $75 million  per annum, we are im
pressed with the  needs survey conducted by NASAO, AOC. and AAAE. and 
believe th at  the  findings of the survey document the  position th at  autho riza
tions  at  the ra te  of $100 million per  year are fully justified as an economic 
inves tment  which will ret urn benefits sub stantially in excess of the cost.

The provis ion for  a special author iza tion of $7 million to be used for  the pu r
pose of developing general aviation airpo rts  is a good one. However, in many 
States , a larger sha re of air po rt construct ion funds could be used to good effect 
in the  development of general aviatio n faci litie s. We supp ort the  suggest ion
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tha t 25 percent of the sums apportioned to each State  be earmarked for general
aviation airpor ts, provided tha t any portion of this 25 percent not needed to
meet firm project applications during the first fiscal year of availabil ity should
become available for other types of projects within the State concerned. There
is a definite need for encouraging the development of airports in the general avia
tion category. This is an area in which Federal leadership can be highly bene
ficial, and this is another area where considerations of safety are especially
important.

We believe that the amendment which would make a State’s apportionment 
available only during the year for which i t was first authorized to be obligated 
is a step backward. The States frequently require a longer period of time to 
firm up projects. For purposes of orderly planning, the 2-year obligation period »
provided by present law is much more useful than the contemplated 12-month 
period. We are therefore opposed to this amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we are grateful for the privilege of testifying in support of 
the legislation, and we thank the committee for the outstanding work which it 
is doing in the area of ai rpor t development. ♦

Mr. Williams. Our next witness, I believe, is Mr. Ramsey. Mr.
Ha rtran ft agreed to switch places.

Is tha t correct ?
Mr. Hartranft. Yes, sir, it is.

STATEMENT OF JAMES D. RAMSEY, REPRESENTING THE NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF STATE AVIATION OFFICIALS

Mr. Williams. Mr. Ramsey, do you care to be heard again now?
Mr. Ramsey. Thank  you, sir.
Mr. W illiams. I believe this time you are representing NASAO?
Mr. Ramsey. Tha t is correct.
Mr. Williams. Whereas lx?fore, you were speaking for the National 

Airpor t Survey Committee ?
Mr. Ramsey. I was speaking entirely for the National Airp ort 

Survey Committee before, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I am James D. Ramsey, and I am appearing before 

you as chairman of the Airports  Committee of the National Asso
ciation of State Aviation Officials, and my presentation will represent 
the official views of tha t association.

The members of NASAO deeply appreciate the opportunity afforded 
to comment on H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608, bills to extend the time for 
making gran ts under the provisions of the Federa l Airp ort Act, and *
wish to highly commend the President  and the Members of Congress 
who have sponsored this very important legislation with which we 
are in general agreement. Thi rty  States  have adopted legislation re
quiring State approval for Federal-aid  airport program projects, 
and 21 States  have adopted legislation requir ing Federa l-aid air
port  funds to be channeled through thei r State aviation agencies 
in accordance with the provisions of the Federal Airp ort Act. Dur
ing the past 20 years, over half of the States have appropriated or 
authorized the expenditure of substantial  amounts of funds for a irport 
development, operation, and maintenance.

In 1957, the amount repor ted was $6,803,000, increasing to $11,384,- 
000 in 1958. and to approximately $21,300,000 in 1960. In the State 
of Illinois  alone airport construction from 1945 through I960 amounted 
to $82% million. Of this tota l the State, has contributed $22% million, 
the local communities $30 million and the Federa l Government $30 
million.
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During  the past 18 months, directors of aeronautics have spent 
considerable time reviewing the Federa l Air por t Act, both as to the 
need for its extension and its content. We are unanimous in our 
position tha t the Federal Airpor t Act should be extended at th is t ime; 
and are convinced th at failure to extend th is act would be completely 
inconsistent with policy and procedures for provid ing Federal assist
ance for other means of transportation. NASAO is also of the opinion 
tha t certain amendments or modifications should be made to the act.

NASAO is unalte rably committed to the belief tha t the Nation’s 
airp ort  system is far  from complete. As a matter of fact, we believe 
tha t the program should be accelerated even beyond the rate proposed 
in this legislation.

I would like to speak specifically on the amendments proposed in 
H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608, and will relate my comments to the sections 
of these bills.

Section 1: NASAO is in complete agreement with the proposal 
tha t the act be amended to require the Administrator to make pub
lic by January 1 of each year the proposed program of airpor t de
velopment intended to be undertaken during the forthcoming fiscal 
year.

This would be most helpful in providing leadtime for the local 
sponsors and would enable them to more efficiently arrange their  
finances to take advantage of the program.

It  is assumed that  the authority to revise the program will not affect 
those project sponsors who are able and willing  to meet their responsi
bility as a p artner  in the joint  undertak ing.

The record should make this unmistakably clear, in order to as
sure tha t those sponsors who have raised the necessary funds, com
pleted surveys, plans, and acquired necessary land, et cetera, will not 
be removed arbitr aril y from the  program.

Section 2: We find very encouraging the fact tha t this legislation 
would propose a total of $75 million annually  to be utilized for air 
port  development, which is an increase over the past programs.

Nevertheless, we feel tha t this is an insufficient amount to meet the 
demonstrated need. As pointed out in the survey previously referred 
to, there is, or will be, approximately $588 million available from 
local and State sources to meet an expressed need of $1,125 million. 
Therefore, a need exists for an additional $537 million over a 4-year 
period to satisfy the planned airport development costs.

I recognize that  this was for a 5-year period this was proposed, 
and our survey indicated only 4 years but it can, of course, be ex
panded to tha t fifth year.

Mr. Williams. May I ask a question? The survey also contem
plates the inclusion of  towers or weather facilities and so for th which, 
as you may know, have been taken out of this  bill which should reduce 
to tha t extent the overall total in your estimate.

Is t hat  not correct? Has your estimate been revised to reflect that  ?
Mr. Ramsey. It  has not, sir. You are correct in that  it does in

clude items th at will not lie included in the bill if it passes the way 
it is.

However, I would like to point out to you-----
Mr. Williams. Does your survey include estimates for terminal 

buildings?
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Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir.
Mr. W illiams. Well, take tha t out and that further  reduces it.
Mr. Ramsey. That is true.
Mr. Williams. That is the revenue-producing areas of terminal 

buildings, assuming tha t terminal  buildings should be left  as they 
have been in the last act.

Mr. Ramsey. Assuming they are left  as they were in the last act, 
tha t is true.

Mr. W illiams. So you would still reduce tha t even further.  So, 
actually, the amount of money needed is not quite so much as would 
be indicated by your statement of $1 billion and $100 million or 
something ?

Mr. Ramsey. Well, except, sir, I would like to point out tha t our 
survey covered only 46 percent of the eligible airports.

Now, we contemplated expanding this  to 100 percent but  felt  tha t 
we would ra ther stick to the  facts  ra ther than assumptions. So while 
we have done that , I  do not propose to relate tha t to our survey since 
we wanted to confine them just to the reports.

But if tha t were to be expanded, and we eliminated the items t hat  
this bill will eliminate, then we s till feel t ha t the amount would still 
be substantially in excess of the amount proposed in this bil l. Actu
ally, as I  point  out, $134 million it shows and we are recommending 
$100 million ra ther than the full amount tha t the survey will indicate.

With regard to subparagraph C of section 2, which would provide 
a special annual au thorizat ion of $17 million to be used for the purpose 
of developing general aviation airports  to relieve congestion a t high 
density airports, we believe this to be a step in the right direction.

However, NAS AO is of the  opinion that more flexibility would be 
permitted, and a better balanced program would be assured, i f (aft er 
deducting the amount required for airports  in Puerto  Rico and the 
Virgin Isla nds )—25 percent of the  remaining amount were placed in 
the discretionary fund; in order t ha t the Administra tor may place it 
where it is most needed and tha t the remaining 75—incidentally, the 
25 percent would be applied afte r the  terr itor ial money has been sub
tracted. This is as the act is doing rig ht now.

The 75 percent would be apportioned among the States in accord 
with existing formula but we propose within tha t 75 percent that one- 
thir d of  it  be earmarked for the development of general aviation air 
ports. We fur ther propose tha t this money be made available, or, 
rather , held in this earmarked account for a period of not less than a 
year at which time if  there are no altern ate project  applications pend
ing at the end of a year’s time, then any funds remaining in this one- 
thi rd could be used fo r other types  of projects within tha t State  i f it 
were required.

We think tha t in this manner you can provide additional  facilities  in 
the congested areas of general aviation categories and also provide 
additional aviat ion airports throughout the  country.

This par ticu lar category of airports  has actually been neglected, in 
our opinion, under the administ ration of the act in the past.

We are involved in a great many programs particularly States  that 
are in the discretionary funds. When a State uses discretionary 
money then stric ter criter ia are applied to projects within tha t State
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which resu lt in actually  making it extremely difficult to get some of 
the smaller airpor ts on to the State program.

Therefore, we think  something should be done to expand this por
tion of our system which we consider essential to the total system. 
Many of your smaller airpo rts have actually become discouraged be
cause of this.

Our survey received only 30-percent returns from general aviation 
airports. We attribute  the lack of returns, because many of them 
have tried in the past and have not been accepted for Federal aid, and, 
therefore, figure why waste the time to send in some more papers. We 
feel in the event there are some specific funds set aside for this tha t 
you will see these people come in and the spli t of funds th at we have 
suggested here is more reali stic than it might appear originally since 
our survey only showed 14 percent  of the total  funds would be neces
sary fo r it.

We think it might  come up to the point of 30 percent of the total  
funds available.

Mr. Williams. Mr. Ramsey, a statement in the record said that some 
of the c riteria tha t are required by the Federal Aviation Agency for 
making grants  to general airpo rts are wholly unrealistic and probably 
should be revised. For instance, the remark  was made to me, if I 
got the point correctly, tha t the  idea of making a determination as to 
whether they should get aid on the basis of how many planes were 
actually stationed there  or based there on tha t particular a irport  is to 
some extent misleading as to the actual use they may be put to.

In other words, at the airp ort with improvements there would be 
quite a number of additional planes tha t would be placed the re and 
the reason tha t additional planes were not placed there would be be
cause the field needs improvement, or. maybe I missed the poin t en
tirely in what the witness had to say about that , but I feel sure tha t 
you can count on the same type of situation.

Will you comment on tha t if I  make the point  clear.
Mr. Ramsey. You make the point exactly clear.
Some of the criter ia calls for  numbers of based airc raft  and, as you 

have pointed out, this is, in our opinion, a completely unrealis tic 
yardstick to use for the development of an airport , par ticularly  if you 
talk to the new airport. Now, it is true you can say, well, there are 
20 or 30 in the country and, therefore , it is built, we will have 10 
there, but we do no t agree with this approach at all.

As a mat ter of fact, the wav we feel about this is once an airport 
is put on the national  airport plan it is put there for a reason. I t is 
put there because someone, some experts, and I think they have spent 
a reasonable amount of time try ing  to plan these facilities, so tha t this  
is necessary and will be needed. That  should, in itself, qualify tha t 
airport for Federa l assistance without fur the r justification as to  the 
type of activity .

If  it doesn't there is no reason for it to lie on the plan in the first 
place. If  they would go to that, I am sure everyone would be happy.  
Today if an airpo rt is on tha t plan this means nothing at all to the 
sponsor except th at he is eligible, th at he stil l has to do many things, 
use reams of paper, activity records, a irport  records, and all types of 
things to just ify inclusion on the program even though the Federal 
Government itself has said an a irpo rt is needed here.
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So it is a very serious thing and this is one of the things that  
we are try ing  to get at, to earmark some funds for this type of 
development.

Mr. Williams. That is one of the reasons you have had so much 
difficulty in developing your general aviation airports ?

Mr. R amsey. That is true, sir. And even where money is available 
they have not been approved. This  is what bothers them.

States  that do not use all o f their apportioned funds, they have had 
projec t requests or  applications denied because they weren’t able, even 
though  the airp ort was on the plan—they couldn’t justi fy the level of 
activity , which is completely erroneous as far  as we are concerned, 
tha t is tha t approach.

Now, section 3: With regard to apportionment of funds discre- «
tiona ry and redistribution, NAS AO is strongly opposed to the amend
ment which would make the State apportionment  available for only 
the year for  which it was fi rst authorized to be obligated.

The history of the Federal-aid  airpor t program will substantiate 
the fact  tha t the amount of time between the Adm inist rator’s an
nouncement of the tentat ive allocation and the actual signing of the 
grant is such tha t i t would make availability of funds for only 1 year 
completely impractica l.

Now, I  would like a t th is t ime, w ith the committee’s permission, to 
show you a couple of slides which I thin k may il lustra te some of the 
problems that we are facing in the time element involved in trying 
to get these projects underway. One yea r is simply not  enough time 
to make this money available.

I won’t go into the full detail of this chart,  but I have had to use 
projects in Michigan as much as we have data available on this.

I will stick stric tly to this line here which is in 1961. This at
tempts  to show what is happening to 107 projects within the State.
Sta rtin g back in 1956 to 1961 it shows the status of these projects.
Five during this period are yet to  be submitted to the FAA.  Twelve 
are await ing gra nt offers. Seven are being placed on the contract.
Thir ty-two are currently under construction or were on t ha t date.

Three constructions have been completed but the final audit has not 
been submitted to FAA. •

Fourteen were awaiting final aud it by the FAA. Fourteen final 
audits  have been completed and we are awaiting  final payment.
Twenty projects have been fully completed.

Now, when we go to the next slide I  will tell you what the amount •
of time was involved in each of these. This  is a lit tle difficult to see, 
but this red dot represents the date on which the tentat ive allocation 
was made. This point represents the date on which the pro ject a ppl i
cation was submitted to the FAA and of these projects that we cov
ered, there is an average of 42 weeks which elapsed from the time the 
program was announced until the  project was submitted.

There is an average of 14 weeks in which th is material was in the 
hands of the FAA  and we are awai ting approval to advertise  and 
the issuance of the grant offer. There is about 12 weeks involved in 
advertising, bidding,  and signing the contracts  and the  projects were 
under construction an average of 30 weeks.

The closing and preparation  of final claims and submission for final 
audit, an average of 57 weeks. There’s 20 weeks of an average from
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the time we requested the final audit unti l one was made and there 
was 27 weeks unt il we received final payment from the time the final 
audit was made.

This all totaled 3 ^  years. It  is a long, tedious program.
Now, we have one other little problem th at complicates things.
As you gentlemen know, we are  involved with the establishment 

of wage rates in all of our contracts. It  must be established and be 
in there before we can advertise for work. As best we can determine,

♦ here is what happens.
The sponsor fills out the proper form, sends it to the dist rict  ai r

por t engineer, to the region of  FAA, the Washington office of FA A, 
the Washington office of the Department of Labor and then it con- 

» tacts the regional office o f the Department of Labor and then back
down the line and the wage rate is established.

Now, on 38 projects in the la st 18 months in Michigan it has taken 
an average of 64 days to allow tha t the wage rate determination, 
and this wage rate determination is good for 90 days.

There has been an average of 12 days expired  by the time we re 
ceived these wage rate  determinations and 58 percent of these con
tract s have to go back for a second determination.

While this chart doesn’t show it, I  believe there were nine projects 
included in this  58 percent tha t went back for a th ird  wage ra te de
termination.

Mr. Williams. Was tha t because of the  Davis-Bacon provision?
Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir, I  assume that  was the basic-----
Mr. Williams. Then we should take that  out of the act and tha t 

would fur ther expedite the a irpo rt program ?
Mr. Ramsey. I believe it would expedite it  considerably, eithe r that  

or provide for the sponsor to go directly to the Labor Department 
and get the wage rate, because in many States with the h ighway de
partments and the ir accelerated programs they have these establish
ments, and it is very simple.

Mr. Williams. And we can save a littl e time if we just  took the 
wage rate provision out of the act, too ?

Mr. Ramsey. I believe it would, yes, sir.
’ Mr. Williams. Would you advocate that?

Mr. R amsey. I am not sure I  know what I am talking about there. 
So I don’t wan t to advocate something that  I  am not sure of.

But I understand  the Davis-Bacon Act requires, and my under-
* standing is, the determination of labor rates on all Federal projects 

under the act.
If  tha t is what causes our problem here, then I am in favor o f it.
Mr. Williams. It also adds to the cost.
Mr. Ramsey. But I think, gentlemen, from those slides you can 

see we are faced with a very serious problem and, therefore , we re
quest th at the act remain as it  is and let us have 2 years’ availab ility 
of this money.

Mr. Harris. As I understand the provisions, they are to give the 
States an opportuni ty to start making arrangements for the ir ap
portionment u nder the formula in the act, and  t ha t within tha t year, 
if they under take tha t, why, then the provisions of this section of 
tha t act will not apply.
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Mr. Ramsey. Well, to refer to my slides, Mr. Har ris, the time in
volved on 80-some projects, again, in this material tha t we used was 
an average of 68 weeks from the time the tentative allocation of the 
program was announced until  such time as these were u nder grant 
offer.

Now under the proposal of this bill the  program would be announced 
on Jan uary 1, which would give us roughly 18 months to get  i t under 
grant . Now, this  almost equals 18 months and since this is an aver
age, it is safe to assume tha t at  least half  of these projects well 
exceeded tha t amount. And this is what concerns us, tha t the 18 
months certainly will be helpful, but we don’t feel that i t is still enough 
time, and we don’t think this  is a serious problem anyhow.

It  is in several S tates, tha t is true, whose S tate apportionment  has 
always exceeded the ir ability to use it, but-----

Mr. H arris. H ow many States  do you think are in tha t category ?
Mr. R amsey. I have a slide th at I could show you if you are inter

ested in it.
Mr. II arris. Well, these slides do not show in the record.
Mr. Ramsey. Well, we can prov ide it, sir. I would have to count 

them.
I think there are six or eight of them, according to our figures 

whose State apportionment exceeds their request. Now, we want to 
make th at distinction. There is a difference between the request and 
the amount of money they receive, because in many instances the 
amount of money they have requested, even though it is within thei r 
State apportionm ent, is more than they actually received.

And this  is one of  the problems that we don’t understand . This 
does provide, however, tha t when the money is recaptu red tha t it 
goes into the discretionary fund where the present  act reapportions it.

We do not object to this procedure. We think that  it makes sense. 
It  doesn’t make too much sense to do what they are doing now, 
because this will only help the disretionary States and the way they 
keep books doesn’t help them. So we find no fault with returning 
the captured fund to the discretionary fund, providing we have it 
available for 2 years.

Now, section 4: NASAO is in general agreement with this section 
of the bill which restricts  the A dministr ator  from approving projects 
which do not include provisions for the installat ion of landing aids 
determined to be required for the safe use of the airp ort by ai rcraf t. 
As to some of ou r smaller a irpor ts, this does not mean t ha t they nec
essarily will have put these landing  aids in at tha t time, but only at 
the determination by the Administ rator tha t such aids are necessary 
for the type of traffic, in which case, we assume, tha t they would be 
desirable to the local sponsor also.

Section 5: W ith regard  to this section of the bill, NASAO proposes 
two amendmen ts:

A. Th at a fifth category be added, reading * * * “ (5) Land neces
sary fo r runway clear zones.”

B. Eliminate  the words—“not to exceed”—therefore, making the 
last phrase  read—“the United States share shall be 75 per centum of 
the allowable cost of such insta llation.”

The acquisition of required clear zones—which is a  public safety 
rath er than an airp ort operational problem—presents a m ajor prob-
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lem for all airp ort sponsors and additional help in this area is most 
needed. Therefore, we proposed clear zones.

We also feel tha t the Federa l share of these items should be a full 
75 percent  and not subject to some lesser amount.

Mr. Williams. If  the local people are willing  to p ut up more than  
25 percent why should the Federa l Government not be able to save 
that? Af ter  all, it is prim arily  a local responsibility, you remember. 

Mr. Ramsey. Well, Mr. Chairman, I am only rela ting here  now tha t
there are certain  categories wi thin the bill which-----

Mr. Williams. I unders tand that , but if the local community is 
willing to put up more than 25 percent  of the cost why should the 
Federal Government not be given enough flexibility to accept?

In other words, if a windfall  should happen, why shouldn’t they 
be permitted  to accept th at windfa ll and take advantage of it  ?

Mr. R amsey. I see you are refe rring to  my placing i t s trict ly at 75 
rather than “not more than 75.”

Mr. Williams. That is right.
Mr. R amsey. Well, I suppose it  would be all right,  however, these 

are special category items t ha t are of a general safety natu re rather  
than  a part icularly  operational problem of the airpo rt, and we felt  
tha t if the Federal Government concluded tha t these were eligible 
for 75 percent then it would be be tter if we knew specifically what 
tha t percentage would be rather than  being subject to some lesser 
amount which might  mean th at some of your money could not go in to 
other needed projects on the airport.

It  is, admittedly, a minor point.
And nex t is section 6: The provisions of this section of the bill are 

not completely clear to the association.
If  it is intended tha t the airp ort owner shall furnish such areas of 

land or wate r or bu ilding righ ts as may be required for a ir traffic con
trol, weather, or communications facilities, without any immediate or 
additional costs to such owner, then we find no fault  with this pro
posal. However, if  the amendment intends th at the sponsor would be 
responsible for expending  additional moneys to provide such land 
or water area or bui lding rights , then NASAO objects to such a pro
vision; any costs involved in the development of Federa l facilities 
should be borne entirely  by the Federa l Government, and this should 
be clearly spelled out in this amendment, if tha t is the intent.

Section 7: NASAO does not concur with this section as written, 
and recommends two changes:

A. That item (1) under subparagraph  (b) be changed to read as 
follows:

The cost of construction of tha t par t of the project intended for use as a 
revenue producing passenger automobile parking facility.

B. Delete all wording contained in item (2) under subparagraph  
(b ), thus leav ing the act as it presently  reads.

Our reason for those suggestions is th at we feel an a irport  parking 
lot is an  essential portion of an ai rport . We fully recognize and fully  
agree tha t where these facilities are used to produce revenue they 
should not be eligible for Federa l partic ipation, but we feel tha t they 
are essential where they are n ot intended or  would not ju stify revenue 
production, and then we thin k they should be eligible under this act.

We thin k tha t the Federal Government could adequately protect
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itself by placing it within  the special conditions of the gra nt agree
ment a prohibition against the charges for such a facility.

Mr. W illiams. How do you reconcile tha t as a Federal  obligation? 
Mr. R amsey. Well, i t is an essential pa rt of the airpo rt, sir, as the 

entrance road.
Mr. Williams. I want to get down to the philosophy behind this 

bill.
Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir.
Mr. W illiams. Before we start,  I  want to take a look at the woods 

before we look at the trees.
The only basis tha t the Federal Government’s part icipation in an 

airp ort program is to promote interstate  commerce, is it not?
Tha t is under the  commerce clause of the Constitution.
Mr. Ramsey. Well, I would say tha t is one of the reasons yes, sir.
Mr. Williams. Well, you say “one of the reasons.”
What would be any other basis for the expenditure of Federal 

moneys for  the purpose of bui lding airports?
Mr. Ramsey. Well, promoting interstate  commerce is a rath er wide 

field in itself.
I am think ing of the general economy of  the  country which I sus

pect would come under  your definition of the-----
Mr. Williams. Well, I am going on the assumption, and I think 

the record shows, tha t the powers of Congress are limited. The 
powers of Congress for expenditures is limited and I want  to know 
what the constitutional premise is for Federa l partic ipation in air 
port  construction.

Mr. R amsey. Well, I  am sorry, sir, but I can’t answer tha t.
Mr. Williams. Well, tha t question should be answered before we 

even consider such legislation, shquld it not ?
Mr. Ramsey. Well, I assume since Congress has done th is for the 

past 14 years there must be adequate basis for this in the present law.
Mr. Williams. Well, Congress has committed quite a number of 

sins in the past 14 or 15 years agains t the Constitution, but the ques
tion of whether  Congress has done i t in the past does not just ify its 
continuance unless it is clearly within  the limitations placed upon 
Congress’ power to tax or spend.

Now, as I unders tand the philosophy behind this is that this is for  
the purpose of creating a nationa l airp ort plan or program for the 
purpose of promoting commerce between and among the States.

Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir.
Mr. W illiams. Otherwise, as far as I  know, there could be no con

stitu tional premise for  it.
Now, that brings us down to the point  of where does the local re

sponsibil ity stop and the Federal responsibility begin.
And when you get into parking lots, I am inclined to think tha t the 

provid ing of park ing lots a t t erminal facilities or revenue-producing 
facilities and, of course, park ing lots, which are not even revenue- 
producing facilities, should be the  responsibility  of the local gover
nment.

I would l ike to know where you br ing the Federal Government in 
there as being obligated to provide such parking facilities?

Mr. Ramsey. Well, sir, only from the standpoint of considering 
the necessary elements of an airp ort  itself.
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This is a necessary element. Now, whether or not this is-----
Mr. Williams. Well, surely, around an airpor t you have to have 

policemen to keep the peace and you have to have traffic police.
Mr. Ramsey. Well, tha t is not a construction item.
Mr. Williams. But it is essential.
Mr. R amsey. Well, i t is not a construction item, I say. It  is essen

tial, yes.
Mr. Williams. Do you have porters?
Mr. Ramsey. Yes, sir.

♦ Mr. Williams. You have washroom at tendants  and others? Those 
are essential items in the same manner tha t park ing areas would be 
essential.

You are not suggesting tha t the Federal Government pay the
• salaries of those people, are you ?

Mr. Ramsey. No, sir, but I consider those in a different category. 
Those are operation expenses where these are capital  investments in 
the fac ility itse lf.

Perhaps w’e will run into the same philosophy difference on our 
second proposal in tha t we recommend that  the act remain as it  is as 
it regards terminal buildings. We think there  are certain areas of 
terminal buildings  that  are essential not only to the operation of the 
airport but to the safety of the people, and we suggest tha t the act 
be left as it is.

Now, this leaves it to the discretion of the Administrator. li e has 
been a l ittle tough in the past on this  but , a t least, this is bette r than 
having it wiped out altogether. So we have proposed tha t that  read 
ing be deleted in the act and the act left as it  is so the Administrator 
does have the discretion as to what portion  of the terminal building , 
if any, should be included in the act.

We have no fur the r comments as to  the bill itself. However, we 
do have some other suggestions to make relative to the act.

Specifically, we recommend tha t section 12 of the act be amended 
by adding the following sentence to the sec tion:
Provided, however,  Th at  any work proposed beyond the  scope of the  g rant  agree 
ment, and having advance approva l of the  Admin istrator, may be an eligible 
project cost when accomplished prior to the execu tion of an amendment of the 

a  gran t agreement.
Now, this is similar  to the proposal made by Mayor Hartsfield rela

tive to work under a g rant  agreement. We believe that this will p ro
vide necessary flexibility in the act without destroying any of the

* Federal Government’s or the Adm inist rator’s control over the work.
Our princ ipal purpose here, as Mayor Hartsfield explained, and 

also often, or not often, but occasionally, we get into projects  when 
something has  changed or tha t requires a change in the scope of the 
work tha t would be eligible for Federal partic ipation and yet the 
contractor  is on the job, and it either means moving ahead immediately 
without Federal p articipatio n or holding up the contractor  un til such 
time as the gra nt agreement can be amended.

All this would do would be to allow the Administrator to give ad
vance approval of this work and amend the  gran t at a late r date. 
We also recommend amendments to the Act to the extent th at work in 
place or advance construction would be eligible fo r Federal par tici pa
tion if such work were done w ith the advance approval of the Ad
ministra tor.
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Again, we antic ipate tha t there would be times th at within certain 
States, eligible projects will have to wait for the availabi lity of Fed 
eral funds. We suggest here that  if th e sponsor follows all of the pro
cedures and receives the approval of the Admin istrator , tha t he be 
allowed to go ahead and the work would be eligible fo r Federal pa r
ticipation a t a later date i f funds were available.

Now, in addition to these specific amendments, the association has 
given serious consideration to additional amendments to this  act. 
Basically, they would cover a change in the formulat ion of the na
tional airpor t plan, a change in the apportionment  formula, and pro 
vide for grea ter utilization of qualified State aviation agencies.

We are not proposing these specific amendments at this  time, how
ever, but it  is our in tention to come back to  Congress in the relatively 
near futu re and ask that consideration be given to such recommenda
tions.

In conclusion, Air. Chairman, we would like to make one specific 
recommendation about which NASAO members feel very strongly 
afte r years of observation and intimate association with the adminis
tration of the Federal airpor t aid program.

We recommend tha t contrac tual authorization provisions be re
tained rath er than  reverting to annual  appropriations , which was 
the method of funding during the first 9 years of the act.

Now, we have included within our statement a table indica ting the 
serious delays in releases of the program tha t occurred during the 
first 9 years of this program.

I think one of the points tha t was b rought out before in the te sti
mony by previous witnesses was the fact  that  we have under the an
nual appro priat ions  approached—we do not know what  Congress 
might do about appropr iatin g money. During the first 9 years of 
the act these appropriations ranged from $45 million the first year. 
They dropped  to $32,500,000 the second and went back to $40 million, 
and the next to the last year they were down to zero, and the last 
year $22 million, and it was almost impossible to plan ahead as to what 
might be available.

Furthermore, the announcement dates of the programs and the com
pletion of the bills were such t ha t it often substantia lly ate into the 
available length of time to utilize this  money.

Air. Chairman, in the interest  o f obtaining the greatest amount of  
airp ort development for the least expenditure of public funds and 
with the minimum amount of time and effort, we earnestly request 
tha t your  committee make no change in the present act which provides  
for contract au thoriza tion over a period of years, and we again recom
mend that the program be extended for a period of not less than 5 
years in the amount of $100 million annually.

I want to thank you sincerely for  allowing us this opportunity to 
make our thoughts known to you and your committee, Air. Chairman.

Air. AVilliams. Thank you very much, Air. Ramsey.
Air. J ar m an ?
Air. J arman. I have no questions.
Air. AVilliams. Air. S tagg ers ?
Air. Staggers. I have no questions.
Air. AVilliams. I have no questions. Thank you.
(The full text of Air. Ramsey’s statement is as follows:)
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Statement of J ames  D. Ramsey, National  Association of State Aviation 
Officia ls

Mr. Chai rman  and members of the  committee, the  members of NASAO 
deeply app reci ate the  opportunity  afforded to comment on II.R. 6580 and 
II.R. 6608, bills to exte nd the time for  making gran ts und er the provisions  of 
the Federal  Airpor t Act, and wish to highly commend the Pre sident  and the  
Members of Congress  who have sponsored thi s very important legislation , with  
which we a re  in general agreement.

Thirty  Sta tes  have adopted legis lation requiring Sta te approval  for  Federal  
aid airport program projects, and  21 Sta tes  have adopted legis lation requiring 

♦ Federal  aid air po rt funds to be channeled thro ugh  the ir Sta te aviatio n agencies
in accordance with the  provis ions of the Fed era l air po rt act. Dur ing the  past 
20 years, over ha lf of the  Sta tes  have app rop ria ted  or authorized the  expendi
ture of sub stantial amounts  of funds for  ai rpor t development, operation , and 
maintenance.  In  1957, the amount repo rted  was  $6,803,000, increasing to 

t  $11,384,000 in 1958, and  to approximate ly $21,300,000 in 1960. In the  Sta te
of Illinois alone air po rt cons truction from 1945 thro ugh  1960 amounted to $82% 
million. Of thi s total the  Sta te has  contributed  $22% million, the  local com
munities $30 million and the Fed era l Government $30 million.

During the  pa st 18 months, director s of aerona utics have spent cons iderable 
time reviewing the  Feder al Airpor t Act, both as  to the  need for its extension 
and  it s content . We a re  unanimous in our posi tion th at  th e Fed era l Air por t Act 
should be extended  at  thi s tim e; and  are  convinced th at  fai lur e to extend thi s 
act  would be completely  inconsistent with policy and  procedures for  provid ing 
Fed era l ass istance  for  other means  of transp ort ation . NASAO is also of the  
opinion that  cer tain amendments or modifica tions should be made to the  act.

NASAO is u nalterab ly committed to the belief  th at  the Nat ion’s a irp or t system 
is fa r from complete. As a ma tte r of fact , we believe that  the program should 
be accelera ted even beyond the ra te  proposed in thi s legislat ion.

I would like to speak  specifically on the  amen dmen ts proposed in II.R.  6580 
and  H.R. 6608, a nd  will re lat e my comments to the  sections of these  bills.

Section 1 : NASAO is in complete agreement wi th the  proposal th at  the  ac t be 
amended to require the  A dministra tor  to make public by Jan uary 1 of each year 
the  proposed prog ram of air po rt development intended to be underta ken  during 
the  forthcoming fiscal year.  This  would be most helpful in provid ing leadtime  
for  the  local sponsors and  would enable  them to more efficiently arr ange  their  
finances to t ake  advan tage of  the  program.

It  is assumed that  the  autho rity  to revise the program will not affect those 
pro ject sponsors who are able and  willing to meet the ir responsibility as a 
pa rtn er  in the  join t undertaking. The record should  make this  unm istakably 
clear, in order  to assure  th at  those sponsors who have  rai sed  the necessary  funds, 
completed surveys, plans,  and acqu ired necessary  land , etc., will not be removed 
arbi tra ril y from  th e program.

Section 2:  We find very encouraging the  fac t th at  thi s legislation  would pro
pose a tota l of $75 million ann ual ly to be utili zed for air po rt development, which 
is an incre ase over the  past programs. Nevertheless, we feel th at  th is is an 
insufficient am ount to  meet t he  demonstrated need. As pointed out in the survey 
previously ref err ed to, the re is, or will be, app roxima tely  $588 million ava ilab le 

.  from local and Sta te sources to meet an expressed need of $1,125 million.
Therefore, a need exis ts for  an add itional  $537 million over a 4-year period to 
sat isfy  the p lanned air po rt development costs.

With  rega rd to subparagraph  C of section 2, which  would provide a special 
annual author iza tion of $7 million to be used for  the  purpose of developing gen
eral avia tion air po rts  to relieve congestion  at  high density  airpor ts, we believe 
thi s to be a step in the  r igh t direct ion. However. NASAO is of the  opinion th at  
more flexibil ity would be perm itted , and a be tte r balanced program would be 
assured, if (a fte r deducting  the amount requ ired f or  a irp ort s in Pue rto Rico and 
the Virgin Isl ands). 25 percent of the  remaining amount were placed in the 
discretionary  fu nd: 75 perc ent allocated to the  Sta tes  under the pre sen t area - 
populat ion fo rm ul a: with  33% percent of the  la tt er  amount earmarked for  
general  avia tion airports , with the  proviso  that  any  amount  of these fun ds for  
genera l avia tion airpo rts  for  which firm pro ject applica tions have  not been re
ceived during the  first  fiscal yea r for  which authorized, shall become avai lable 
if required, for  oth er types of projects  within  the  Sta te concerned.

70570—61-------1



94 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

Section 3: With regard  to apportionment of funds, discretionary and redistri
bution, NASAO is strongly opposed to the amendment which would make the 
State  apportionment  available for only the year for which it was first author ized 
to be obligated.

The h istory of the Federal-aid airport program will substantiate the f act tha t 
the amount of time between the Administrator’s announcement of the tenta tive 
allocation and the actual  signing of the gran t is such t hat  it would make avail
ability of funds fo r only 1 year completely impractical.

Section 4: NASAO is in general agreement with this section of the bill which 
restr icts the Adminis trator from approving projects which do not include provi
sions for the installation of landing aids determined to be required for the safe 
use of the a irpo rt by aircraf t.

Section 5: With regard to this section of the bill, NASAO proposes two amend
ments :

A. Tha t a fifth category be added, reading: “ (5 ) Land Necessary for Run
way Clear Zones.”

B. Eliminate the words “not to exceed”, therefore  making the last  phrase 
re ad : “the United States share  sh all be 75 per centum of the allowable cost 
of such insta llatio n.”

The acquisition of required clear zones, which is a public safety rather  than  an 
airport operational problem, presents a major problem for all airport sponsors, 
and additional  help in this area  is most needed. Therefore, we proposed clear 
zones.

We also feel tha t the Federal share of these items should he a full 75 percent 
and not subject to some lesser amount.

Section 6: The provisions of this section of the bill are not completely clear 
to the association.

If it is intended tha t the airpo rt owner shall furnish such areas  of land or 
water or building rights as may be required  for air traffic control, weather, or 
communications facilities, without any immediate or additional costs to such 
owner, then we find no fault  with this proposal. However, if the amendment 
intends tha t the sponsor would be responsible f or expending additio nal moneys 
to provide such land or water  area or building rights, then NASAO objects to 
such a provi sion; any costs involved in the development of Federal facilities 
should be borne entirely by the Federal Government, and this should be clearly 
spelled out in this amendment, if  tha t is the  intent.

Section 7: NASAO does not concur with this section as written, and recom
mends two chan ges:

A. T hat item (1 ) under subparagraph  (b ) be changed to read as follows: 
“The cost of construction of tha t par t of a project intended for use as a 
revenue-producing passenger automobile parkin g facility.”

B. Delete all wording contained in item (2 ) under subparagraph (b ),  
thus leaving the  act as i t presently reads.

It  is our belief tha t automobile parking lots are an essential portion of any air 
port, although it is agreed tha t if such a facility  develops revenue for the ai r
port, it should not be considered eligible for Federal  participation. There are 
many airports tha t provide free parking space and we believe in such instances 
the facility  should be eligible fo r Federa l participa tion. The Federal  Govern
ment could be protected by including a condition in the grant agreement pro
hibiting charges for th is facility  if it were constructed under the act.

With respect to terminal  buildings, NASAO is of the opinion tha t certain 
areas of these buildings are essential to public safety and to safe operation of 
an airpor t, and should be considered eligible under the act. Therefore, we 
recommend tha t the present statu tory  provision regarding airport building 
eligibility be retained. This gives th e Admin istrator discretionary authority in 
this area, and NASAO believes this to be the most equitable way to handle this 
matter.

The association has no fu rthe r comments to make on the provisions of the bill 
as w ritten ; however, we do wish to call to the  a ttentio n of the committee several 
other amendments to the act which NASAO recommends. Specifically, we rec
ommend tha t section 12 of the act be amended by adding the following sentence 
to the sec tion :
“Provided, however, That  any proposed beyond the scope of the gra nt agree
ment, and having advance approval of the Administrator, may be an eligible 
project cost when accomplished prior to the execution of an amendment of the 
gran t agreement.”
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This, we believe, would add a grea t deal of flexibility to the construction of 
projects under the Federal Airport Act and would provide a more economical 
and expeditious means of accomplishment unanticipated, but essential, work 
than  is possible under the present procedures. Since such amendment would 
provide for approval by the Adminis trator prior  to undertaking the work, the 
Federal Government has ample safeguards.

NASAO also recommends amendment of the act to the extent tha t work in 
place or advance construction would be eligible for Federal participa tion if such 
work were done with the advance approval of the Administrator. Undoubtedly, 
there will be many times when all State  apportioned funds and discretionary 
funds have been utilized for a specific fiscal period, and at the same time the 
Adminis trator and the sponsors may wish to complete much needed construc
tion tha t is eligible under the act. This provision would permit the Adminis
tra tor  to approve such projects and they would be eligible for Federal parti cipa 
tion at  a later  date if funds  were available.

In addition to these specific amendments, the association has under  active 
consideration additiona l amendments which we believe would be most beneficial 
to the program. Basically, they would cover a change in the formulation of the 
national airpo rt plan, a change in the apportionment formula, and provide for 
greater utilizat ion of qualified State  aviation organizations. We a re not pro
posing specific amendments on these subjects at this time; however, it is our 
intention to come back to Congress in the relatively  near futu re and ask tha t 
consideration be given to such recommendations.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we would like to make one specific recommenda
tion about which NASAO members feel very strongly afte r years of close ob
servation and intimate association with the admin istration of the Federa l aid 
airport program. We recommend tha t contrac tual authorization provisions be 
retained, rath er than reverting to annual  appropriations, which was the method 
of funding during the first 9 years of the act. Following is a table indicating 
the serious delays in release of the program during the years appropriations 
were made on an  annual  basis, and also during fiscal years 1956 and 1960, when 
legislation to extend the program had to be enacted.

Federal aid airport program

Fis cal  y ea r
App ro pr ia 

tio ns
Dat e of app ro 
pri at ions  bill

D at e of 
rele ase  of  
pro gram

1947.
1948.
1949.
1950.
1951.
1952.
1953.
1954.
1955.
1956.
1957.
1958.
1959.
1960.
1961.

$4 5,000,0 00
32, 500,000  
40 ,000 ,00 0 
39, 5 00, 000  
24, 200,000  
18, 700 ,000 
14, 321,1 54  

0
22 ,00 0,0 00  
63 ,00 0,0 00  
63 ,00 0,0 00  
63 ,00 0,0 00  
63, 00 0.0 00 
63 ,000 ,000  
63 ,000 ,000

Ju ly  5,1956  
Ju ly  9,1947  
Ju ne  3,1 948  
Ju ly  20, 194 9 
Sept.  6,1 950  
Oct . 22,1951 
Ju ly  10,1952

Aug . 26,1954  
Aug. 3,1 955  >

Ju ne  29 ,19 59 '

Ja n . 11, 194 7 
Au g. 5,1 947  
J u ly  3,1 948  
Ju ly  23 ,19 49  
N ov . 8,1 950 
N ov . 1,1951  
Ju ly  29 ,19 52

Oc t. 5,1 954  
Fe b.  9,1 956  
Ju ne  12,1956  
A pr . 2,1 957  
M ar . 21 ,19 58  
Nov . 13,1 959  
M ar . 4,1 960

1 Au tho riz at ion.

From the above table, it is evident tha t only once during the first 9 years, 
when the “annual appropriations” method of funding was utilized, was the 
necessary congressional and Presidential action on appropriations bills com
pleted prior to July  1; and in only 3 of the 9 years was the program released 
to the States and local communities by the CAA during July, the first month 
of the fiscal year for which the money was authorized.

In approving legislation which became Public Law 211, the Congress recog
nized the shortcomings of annual appropria tions and very wisely provided for 
contract authorization over a 4-year period. However, it is interesting to note 
tha t this legislation, which authorized funds for fiscal 1956, did not receive final 
approval until August 3, 1955—the second month of the fiscal year—and the 
program was not released until Februa ry 9 of t he following year—over 7 months 
aft er the beginning of the fiscal year.
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In 1959, when the act was again extended, the legislation was completed on 
June 29; however, the program was not released until the following November 
13, a i>eriod of 4 ^  months after  the beginning of the fiscal year.

This timing has many implications. For example, the benefit of summer-fall 
construction weather is often lost in the Northern States, where winter rains, 
snow, and freezing slow up a ll heavy construction for long periods of time, or 
discontinue it entirely.

It  requires many months of planning, engineering, and large-scale financing to 
construct an airpor t. Without specific knowledge as to the amount of Federal 
funds tha t will be available, State  legislatures hesitate to appropriate, and coun
ties and cities are normally reluc tant to approve bond issues or agree to tax 
assessments required to finance the construction of airpor ts to standards of *
safety and efficiency necessary to meet the requirements of the national airpor t 
system.

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of obtaining the greatest amount of airport de
velopment for the least expenditure of public funds, and with the minimum 
amount of time and effort, we earnestly  request tha t your committee make no *
change in the present act which provides for contract au thorization over a period 
of ye ars ; and we again recommend tha t the program be extended for a  period of 
not less than 5 years.

Thank you for the time you have provided me to present NASAO’s recom
mendations and views regarding this very important legislation.

(The following lette r was la ter received from the Depar tment  of 
Labo r:)

D ep a rtm en t  of  Labor,
Of fic e  of  t h e  Sol ic it or,

Washington, May 23, 1961.
H on . J o hn  B ell  W il l ia m s ,
Chairman, Subcommittee  on Transportation and Aeronautics,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

D ea r Congres sm an  W il l ia m s  : I understand  that at a recent meeting of a 
subcommittee of the Inte rsta te and Foreign Commerce Committee, over which 
you presided, testimony was given by a member of the Michigan State  Aero
nautics  Board to the effect that delays had occurred in construction of certain  
projects undertaken under the provisions of the Federal Airpor t Act, as amended, 
due to the time expended in requesting and receiving wage determinations.
I would like to set the  record st raight on this point.

As you know, section 1114 of the act provides, in essence, tha t all construc
tion contracts, in excess of $2,000, for work on approved projects, shall contain 
wage rates  to be determined by the Secretary of Labor as the minimums pay
able to labore rs and mechanics employed in the work. I am told that the board 
member described the wage determination process as being ra the r tedious and 
time consuming, and outlined a number of steps required to be taken before •
a decision could be issued and received by the project sponsor.

Actually, the procedure is rather  simple. The sponsor of the project  sends 
the request for decision to the dist rict  engineer of the Federal Airi>orts Au
thority, who transmits  it to his Washington office, from where it is brought to 
us by messenger. This Office, during the las t fiscal year, processed more than *
40,000 wage determinations,  more than  double the number issued as recently 
as fiscal 1956, and a study has shown tha t the average time elapsing between 
receipt of the request and issuance of the  determination has been about 2 weeks.
In view of the fact tha t this Department’s regulations, par t 5, section 5.3, pro
vide tha t requests be initia ted at  least 30 ca lendar  days before advertisement  
of the specifications or the beginning of the negotiations for the contract for 
which the determination is sought, I cannot agree that delays in construction 
may be a ttributed , in any measurable extent, to the exercise of our wage de ter
mination responsibilities. In fact, in many cases of emergency we have issued 
determina tions to the Federal Aviation Agency on the same day that the re
quest was received, and have been informally commended by officials of tha t 
Agency a number of times on the expeditious action generally taken on its re
quests.

I thought that  you might like to have this information for the record, and 
if I may be of service a t any time, please let me know.

Yours sincerely,
Charles Donahue, Solicitor of Labor.
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Mr. W illiams. Mr. Ha rtranft,  I am sure tha t Mr. Ramsey a ppre 
ciates your kindness in permitting  him to present his program as he 
has planned, but it looks like it has worked a ha rdship  on you.

It  is 12 o’clock now and we are expecting a quorum call shortly af ter 
the House meets, and I doubt tha t we will have over 5 or 10 minutes 
at the  most to sit.

Would you prefer to wai t until  tomorrow morning?
Mr. Hartranft. I will make it your pleasure. We were very 

happy to yield to Mr. Ramsey.
I know that he has come a distance and we are in Washing ton and 

we will be at your pleasure.
Mr. Williams. Well, under the circumstances, I think  maybe we 

had better, if it is all righ t with you, adjourn now and meet at 10 
o'clock in the morning and we will call you as our first witness.

Mr. H artranft. That will be fine.
Mr. W illiams. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock 

tomorrow morning.
(Whereupon, at 12 o’clock noon, the committee adjourned,  to re

convene at 10 a.m., Thursday, May 11,1961.)
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House of Representatives,
Subcommittee on Transportation 

« and Aeronautics,
Committee on I nterstate and Foreign Commerce,

Wasldngton, D.C.
The subcomittee met, purs uan t to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 1334, 

New House Office Building, Hon. John Bell Williams (chairm an of 
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Williams. The subcommittee will come to order, please.
Our first witness this morning is Mr. Clarence Sayen, president 

of the Air Line Pi lots Association.
Air. Sayen, I  believe you have a prepared  statement tha t you would 

like to have included in full in the record. I believe you indicated to 
me that you would like to give us just a  brief  outline of what you have 
in your statemen t; is that  right ?

STATEM ENT OF CLARENCE  SAYEN, PRES IDEN T, AIR  LI NE PILOTS
ASSOCIATION, CHICAGO, IL L .; ACCOMPAN IED BY CAPT. JOHN  C.
CARROLL, F IR ST  VICE PRES IDEN T, AIR  L IN E PILO TS ASSOCIATION

Mr. Sayen. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
There is a 25- o r 30-page statement we would like to have included 

in the record, but I believe tha t in about 4 or 5 minutes of the com
mittee’s time we can point out for the committee the  most important 
points we would like to stress.

Air. Williams. The committee will be very happy  to accept your 
full statement for  inclusion in the record.

Air. Sayen. Thank you, Air. Chairman.
r  You have had some excellent testimony before this committee prior

to our testimony, and I think  many of the points we shall cover in 
our statement  have been covered very well by previous witnesses, so 
I think we can save some of vour time by pointing out some of these 
areas and making  four or five points we consider essential to this 
legislation.

Before I star t, we would like to express our apprecia tion to the 
committee for the very prompt hearings being given to what we con
sider one of the most critical problems, probably, in aviation today. 
The Federal  Government has the primary and exclusive jurisdiction 
over airspace and the responsibility for provid ing the a irway system 
in this country.

Our opinion, as expressed in our paper, has always been th at the 
airway system and the airp ort system are inseparable, and that there 
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is no use making vast investments in a Federal airway system unless
the airp ort system is also kept up with it. We feel the problems of
airspace management, coupled with the airpor t problem, is probably
the most critical—not only safety, but economic problem, facing  avia 
tion today.

As our paper a ttempts to indicate by some estimates we have tried 
to make, some studies we have tried to make, probably if we could do 
away with much of the waste that  is being produced or that  is result
ing from the inadequacies of the airp ort system today, we can change w
some of the rather dismal economic picture tha t is facing commercial 
aviation today.

Our problem in the airpo rt system, as the pilots see it, is tha t the 
airp ort system has never really caught up with  the development of the  ,
airc raft . As the  pilots have characterized it , by the time the airport
system began to catch up with the DC-3, we were flying the DC-6,
and by the time the airport system began to catch up with the DC-6,
we were flying jets.

We are going into a period in aviation right now where we m ight 
have an opportuni ty to catch up, because the present family of air 
craf t, the jets, now in large r cities and moving into smaller cities, 
and private aviation, now moving into grea ter private  operation— 
these a ircraft may give us one of the first periods of stahiltiy in size 
and speed of aircra ft we have had in years.

These airc raf t will be used, perhaps, for  the next 10 or 15 years.
While the facilities are way behind the a irc raf t a t the present time, 

if we go ahead with an aggressive program of a irport system, we may 
have an oppor tunity to catch up. Then as we move into the super
sonic age 10 years  from now, hopefully, those a ircraft can be designed 
to operate within the present airpo rt facilities tha t would be devel
oped within the  next 10 year period.

I would like to direct the attention of the committee to pages 10 
and 11,1 believe it is, of our statement  where we compare the expendi
tures tha t have been made for the airp ort  system of the country of 
Federa l funds over the past 10 years, as compared to the  expenditures  
that have been made for Federa l aid to highways. While we have 
had some grea ter amount appropria ted and authorized for Federal •
aid to airports in recent years, I think we have to look at the record 
spread over the last 10 years.

If  you average out the Federal  aid to airports  o f the last 10 ^ears, 
it averages $28.5 million a year. We all know tha t $28.5 million *
today will not build one airpo rt of any adequacy.

To go over, on the other  hand, and look a t Federal aid to highways, 
in which we pay on a 90-10 basis, we find $3.5 to $1 billion a year  go
ing into Federal  highways. The aviation system of this country to
day is not a luxury means of transporta tion. It  is the  biggest single 
means of interc ity travel, large r than buses, larger than railroads.
We feel very frankly that the Federa l Government has neglected its 
responsibility.

In 1959, we bu ilt the equivalent of 70,000 miles of single-lane high
ways with Federal funds, 90-10. But we have to create p ractically 
a national emergency to get another thousand feet of  concrete on an 
airport, where we need it very badly. We just do not feel tha t the 
situat ion squares.
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Now, recognizing several years ago, the pilots recognizing through 
our organization tha t this was rapidly becoming one of the critical 
problems in aviation in this country, we set about examining this 
problem on an airpo rt-by -airport basis, and s tart ing out on page 9 of 
our statement, and in the attachments to the statement, we point  out 
this a irpo rt survey tha t has been made by the Air Line Pilot s Associa
tion. We concluded several years ago tha t the only way our contr i
bution to the solution to this problem could be made would be not only 
to lend what assistance we could to get a larger recognition by the 
Federal Government of the seriousness of the problem, but  to work on 
it on a community-by-community basis.

We set out to survey the 569 airports  of the United States into 
which the Civil Aeronautics Board has certificated air service. We 
show in our statement what conclusions we have been able to reach 
as a result  of about 50 percent of tha t survey now having  been com
pleted.

But the major conclusion I  want to point  out is that we came to the 
conclusion th at the major stumbling block to the improvement of our 
airports lay  in the  financing. It  is not a question of research; it is not 
a question of new techniques, new methods; it is simply a question of 
financing. It  is simply a question of applying known techniques to 
buying the hardware tha t is already developed. This is our con
clusion.

We hope tha t the committee will take the time to examine the 
charts which we have attached  to the statement, and the analysis we 
have tried to show of just  where the deficiencies lie.

We were interested to note tha t our conclusions as to the need fo r 
financing were very closely allied, came out much the same as the con
clusions of the Federa l Aviation Agency, the Airpor t Operators 
Council, the  American Association of Air Port Executives, and other 
groups who have made similar surveys.

Now, we tr ied to point out in our statement also that  serious safety  
problems have been arising from the ai rpo rt deficiencies. As a ma tter 
of fact, we are operating our new transpor t airc raft  at higher mini
mums—that is, higher ceilings and visibility minimums—than  we 
were operating our airc raft  10 years ago. Many of these airports  in 
this country have become, with the growth in size and speed of air 
craft, single-runway airports . There is only one major airp ort we 
can use for most of our big planes in our major  cities. If  there is a 
crash, for all practical purposes, the air  transporta tion services of 
tha t city are closed.

We point  out in our statement, for example, tha t an aircra ft ran 
off a runway some time ago, and th at airport was closed for 52 hours. 
This means tha t all air transporta tion to that city was closed off—this 
is the largest city in the United States—closed off for 52 hours because 
one single runway was blocked off. Thousands and thousands of 
people inconvenienced and, of course, large economic cost to everyone 
involved.

We tried  to detail in our statement  some of the things  we think 
need to be done directly. We are delighted tha t attention is being 
given in this bill to installat ion of l ight ing and approach facilities.

Those facilities will enable us to give more safe transpor tati on; that 
is, tying the visual aids, in the a irpor ts to the terminal a irway systems 
for approaches and departures.
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We are a litt le concerned that $75 million a year may not do this 
job. Our estimates would show tha t we would come closer to doing 
the job wi th $100 million a year for the next 5 years. However, the 
orientation of the expenditures in the bill will go toward providing 
the things  we feel we need very badly; tha t is, the airport features 
themselves, as distinguished from the terminal facilities, and so 
forth.

Mr. Chairman, I think these are the main points we have tried to 
stress in our statement. In  summary, we have tr ied to point the cost 
to just airline  operation of the continued deficiencies of the airp ort »
system and the airway system and we believe tha t prompt action now 
on a realistic airpor t oil! will be an investment in this industry  which 
will pay off in the future. If  we had made some of this investment 10 
years ago, we might have lower fares for air  trave l or we might have *
a better profit picture in the industry . Much of our money at the 
present time in the industry is going into waste, delays, interruptions, 
unnecessary flying in order to get on course, this  sort of th ing. So a 
movement now would be an investment, we think.

Mr. Chairman, those are the main points. We appreciate the op
portunity to appear, and we hope t ha t prom pt action will be taken 
on this impor tant legislation.

Mr. Williams. Thank you very much, Mr. Sayen.
I was much interested to note tha t the  airline pilots have made the ir 

own survey of the ai rport needs. Yesterday, the American Municipal 
Association indicated tha t they had made thei r own survey. The F ed
eral Aviation Agency has made its survey. Everybody seems to have 
an airport plan. The committee is going to be rather up agains t it to 
try  to figure whose plan to follow.

Mr. Friedel?
Mr. F riedel. I want to ask a few questions on your attachment D.

You mention sequenced flashing lights. You also mention runway 
identifier lights  and visual glide slope indicators.

We saw that demonstration at Atlant ic City Airport. What is your 
feeling about these facilities for safety, or the pilots’ feeling, and do 
you know how many airports  have such full protection?

Mr. Sayen. Well, we have a few ai rpor ts in this country now that  
have almost a complete light ing instal lation—Idlewild, Newark— *
tha t is on some of their runways. We feel, of course, tha t this is
an essential pa rt of the airway system; the terminal system, the air 
port system; one has to blend into the other. Unless you have these 
facilities, we simply back up our traffic in bad weather. They are *
essential to continued smooth operation, safe operation in adverse 
weather conditions. One pa rt of the system is impor tant to the  other 
parts of the system.

Now, taking these separately, for example, Captain  Carroll has 
brought to my attention  here the visual glide slope indicators. We do 
not actually have any installed at the present time, but we th ink it 
is an exceedingly im portant par t of our system. It  is important  to 
prevent undershoots at airports ; it is importan t to get consistent ap
proaches, and, of course, it is very help ful in connection with problems 
like the noise problem.

Mr. F riedel. Do you think  it would be safer  to land in bad weather 
with this glide slope indicator?
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Mr. Sayen. The visual glide slope is not used, necessarily, in ad
verse weather conditions. In those conditions, we use the ILS  in com
bination with the approach light ing system and threshhold light ing 
and runway lighting, and all the other things you need to go with it. 
So you have instrument guidance down to the point where you take 
over visually, and then you have visual down to the point where you 
finally get the airplane stopped on the runway. These are things we 
do not have in most of our ai rport s in the country a t the present time. 
They are things tha t have been developed and are available and can 
be installed. I t is a question of financing. We have s tanda rds for 
most of  these things  at the present time. It  is a few of the things 
on which the national  technical standard  order, as we call it, has 
not lieen finalized. But  these are in the process and will be finalized 
shortly.

Mr. Friedel. I saw this in operation. I thought it  was very’ helpfu l 
to the pilot and safer  for the passengers in the plane. I would like 
to see every airfield equipped tha t way. I heart ily concur w ith your 
viewpoint.

Tha t is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Williams. Mr. Harris?
Mr. H arris. No, I do not think  so, except I  am glad  to have gotten 

here in time to he ar at least part of your statement, Mr. Sayen, and 
I have had occasion to look over your complete s tatement, which I 
assume will be in the record.

Mr. Williams. Yes, it will lie included in the record.
Mr. H arris. We are glad to have the benefit of your statement and 

the information  provided.
Mr. Williams mentioned something about the survey. Does your 

airport survey differ materially from the others?
Mr. Williams. I believe yours includes only the airports where you 

have carrie r operation ?
Air. Sayen. Yes, our survey was confined to the 569 airport s in this 

country into which the CAB has certificated scheduled air  service. 
At the present time we have completed a little  better than  hal f of 
this survey. The survey is done by our safety people—our pilots— 
who serve as our safety people actua lly going to the a irport with the 
airport management and surveying facilities tha t are available and 
so forth. Most of the survey is objective; some of it is necessarily 
subjective and evaluation of  what we think the facilities are. We have 
tried  to summarize for you here the situation as we find i t from that  
portion of the  survey.

Mr. H arris. Then you t ry to deal with the problems of needed fa
cilities at given airports  instead of e stimating the cost that  might be 
involved.

Mr. Sayen. Yes, we have done both. We have t ried also to make 
an estimate of cost, and some of the details are given in the paper of 
what it would take to bring the major airports, the airp orts into which 
motion of the transportation  flows, up to standards tha t have been 
announced, and to bring  some of  the smaller airports up to a some
what lesser standard.

Our cost estimates run very close to those tha t have been announced 
by the groups. I think everybody comes into  this $1.1 billion figure 
over the next 5 years. Everybody falls somewhat into this area, and 
ours does, too.
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But this  does not bring 569 airports  and the others up to what 
would be an optimum standard  for a m ajor hub a irpor t. But it will 
go a long way toward bringing some of the present facilities up. It  
also does not include, in our view, any new airports.

As you know, we are going to have to develop quite a few new 
airports  in this country to tr y to keep up with transportation growth.

Mr. H arris. It  is not necessary, and I do not want to take the 
time to do it, but I would like to call your attention  to the fact tha t 
your average of Federal  aid to airports—that is the average over the 
last 10 years—does not quite give the actual story of what happened. •

We all know tha t in 1951, we did not have much of a budget. In 
1952, we had a smaller budget than in 1951; in 1951 it was $20 million,
I think,  and in 1952, about $15 mil lion; in 1953 it was about $9 m il
lion. In  1953 the Department did not ask anything, so tha t in the +
1954 fiscal year we did not have any appropriation.

So that, in 1955, when the  Congress adopted the contact authority 
procedure, you did not have much, because you did not have a pro
gram in time for it. So, consequently, you have used 4 lean years 
out of the  10, which br ings the average way down, because in the last 
5 or 6 years, it shows a different picture.

I jus t merely wanted to call that  to your attention.
Mr. Sayen. Yes, we recognize this, and the point we are tr ying to 

make in connection with it is this:  Some people think th at because we 
have had appropriations for airway facilities  and for airport aid in 
the last 3 or 4 years, this should handle the problem. But they over
look the fact that, we have a tremendous catching-up process to do.
Back through the years, when we did not have these appropriations,  
this was the most rapid growth  in transporta tion.

Mr. H arris. I do not quarrel with that  at al l; in fact, I agree with 
it. But, on the other hand, I would not want to give the impression 
that  the last 4 or 5 years has been anyth ing comparable to the preced
ing 4 or 5 years.

Mr. Sayen. Yes.
Mr. Williams. Mr. Sayen, your survey shows it will take $100 

million a year for the next 5 years to accomplish what should be ac
complished. Does tha t take into account contemplated aid for ter 
minal construction? * •

Mr. S ayen. No.
Mr. W illiams. In other words, you feel th at $100 million per year 

could be used exclusively for extending runways or placing safety 
devices, ligh ting  and other facilities  which are used exclusively for •
the actual  operation end of the airport  ?

Mr. S ayen. Yes, sir.
Mr. Williams. Does tha t contemplate Federal aid to t ha t part of 

the terminal in which some of these faci lities might be installed, such 
as control towers and so on ?

Mr. Sayen. No. As we understand  the present legislation, of 
course, this will come out of the airport budget, not the overall budget.
This will make more money available for the safety facilities. I 
think  this is excellent. But what we are saying is we are rather 
skeptical that $75 million a year in itself will bring  our airpo rts up 
to where they should be.

Mr. Williams. Do I take it your interes t is not so much in the 
terminals, but  in the operation pa rt ?
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Mr. Sayen. Yes, tha t has been our position for quite a few years. 
We feel tha t the airp ort itself, the actual runways, the approaches to 
the airports , the light ing systems, the overruns, the underruns, the 
runway lighting—all of these things which are  safety  items, the items 
we have to use to get the airplanes from one ramp to the o ther ramp, 
this is part  of the airway system, and this is the  pa rt we feel the Fed
eral Government's interest  is primary in.

Mr. Williams. That is simply placing first things first, is it not?
Mr. Sayen. Tha t is right, and keeping people warm and dry afte r 

that  is not really  our  basic problem. Our problem is to get them from 
here to there.

Mr. Williams. Mr. Jarman, do you have any questions ?
Mr. J arman. No, I have nothing.
Mr. Williams. Thank you very much, Mr. Sayen.
Mr. Sayen. Thank  you.
(The complete statement of Mr. Sayen is as follows:)

Statement of Clarence N. Sayen, President, Air Line Pilots Association, 
International

We are here today representing the Air Line Pilots Association, International.
To give the committee members some idea of the  background from which our 

opinions emanate, we have attached to this statem ent a brief description of my 
qualifications and of the Air Line Pilots Association’s organization for safety.

No one has a keener interest in safety mat ters  than do the individuals who 
operate our air  transpor t airc raft.  Further, we recognize the fact  tha t the 
aviation indus try is unique in tha t it is almost completely dependent upon the 
Federal and municipal governments to provide faciliti es for the operation of 
these a ircraft. Consequently, we feel tha t substantial contributions to aviation 
safety can resul t from congressional interest and we, of course, feel tha t we 
have a definite responsibility to bring such mat ters  to the attent ion of the 
Government in order tha t we may perform our job with the degree of safety 
expected of us.

Basically our problem is to move air cra ft safely and efficiently from the ramp 
of a depar ture airport to the ramp of the destinat ion airport. Most of the 
facilities necessary to such movement are the responsibility of the Federal 
Government, either directly or by regulation. We have previously s tressed air 
traffic control and navigational  problems to you. There is not much logic 
however, in building an efficient air traffic system between two airports  and leav
ing a bottleneck at both ends. Consequently, along with the urgent airways 
problem, we will emphasize today the great need for assistance in providing ade
quate ai rpor t and terminal a rea faci lities.

BACKGROUND OF TH E FEDERAL AIRPO RT AID PROGRAM

The national airport plan in its amended forms has been in operation con
tinuously since 1947, when Congress passed Public Law 377 at  the 79th Congress 
which provided for the Federal ai rpor t aid program.

The purpose of the national airport plan has been to assist in providing a 
system of a irports to adequately serve commercial and private  aviation needs of 
the country and to provide for an  immediate increase in the military a ir faci lities 
in an emergency. Through Federal airport aid airpo rt improvement projects 
have been expedited which otherwise would have been impossible, and these 
improvements have enabled the aviation indus try to grow and develop and to 
better serve the public interest.

An example of the extensive effect of Federal  airport aid, is evident from a 
press release of the FA A on March 4, 19(50, stating that, in fiscal year 1961, 187 
commercial airports and 127 general aviation airports  are scheduled to receive 
almost $59 million in matching funds. This requires the local communities to 
provide at yeast $6.1 million for land, $24.1 million for runways, $21.2 million 
for taxiways and aprons, $3 million for lighting, $2 million for control towers, 
$1.5 million for clearance and obstruction removal and $0.8 million for marking, 
fencing, roads, etc.
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Fu rth er  ind icat ion of the usefulness of thi s program is shown by FAA and 
industry air po rt planning  as revealed in the  FAA nationa l air po rt plan for  
fiscal years 1962-66. Many add itional millions of dollars are  requ ired and will 
be available through  the  local financing for  nonsafety airpo rt cons truction items 
such as terminal  buildings. The Fed era l ai rpor t aid program also encourages 
the  expenditures of local funds on safety  pri or ity  items where matching funds  
are perm itted . It  is interestin g to note  th at  in 1950 the nat ional ai rpor t plan 
estimated fun ds ju st  sho rt of a billion dol lars  would be needed in a 3-year 
period. In  th e 1959 program  ju st  over a billion dol lars  is e stimated  to be needed 
for  air po rt construction  projects  for a sim ilar 3-year period. Yet, in the  last  
10 yea rs the re have been only $285 million ($28.5 million a year average)  spent >
on a irp or t aid.

THE NEED FOR TH E EXTENSION  OF A FEDERAL AIR I’ORT AID STA TUTE

The airwa ys system of the United  Sta tes  is a Federal  responsibil ity. An 
adequa te air po rt system is indisi>ensable as  pa rt  of the  airw ays  system. One 
canno t fun ction withou t th e o ther.

Throughout  the  development of the  air line industry, pilots  have f elt  th at  ai r
port cons truction and air po rts ’ facilit ies  have always been one lap behind  ai r
cr af t development. Each new fleet of large transpo rt air craf t has  requ ired 
longer runw ays,  be tte r lighting, add itio nal  safety  fac tors and improved service 
faci lities , inclu ding ai r traffic contro l (ATC ), to fully take adv antage  of the  
performance  bui lt into the  air craf t. This  require s additional planning, time 
and  money to obtain. The problem is not  as simple as merely  requiring one 
standard  universally applied thro ugh out  the  count ry. Fa r from it. Even the  
same ai rc ra ft  requ ire diffe rent  fac ilit ies  and runway  length dependent on the  
stag e leng th of trips, prevailing weathe r conditions, air po rt alti tude, traffic 
density , and numerous other factors . However, the re are  basic common needs 
for  all ai rc ra ft  opera tion to provide the best possible service a t the  high est pos
sible level of safety.

Only 2 yea rs were required for  je t ai rc ra ft  to become the accepted method 
of medium and long-distance trav el. More than  200 large je t tra nspo rts  have  
been placed in service  in scheduled ai r ca rr ier operations since the  ina ugura 
tion of service late in 1958. Based  on forecas t deliveries, more than 300 turbo
je t air liners  will be in  domes tic service by the  end of 1901. More are in design 
and  on order. Airpor t fac iliti es which  even previously has  not kept pace with 
the rapid grow th of commercial avia tion , were  rende red fu rth er  obsolescent  by 
the  adve nt of the je t tr ans ports .

Larger  tra nspo rt ai rc ra ft are being placed in  service by our local service 
car rie rs and corp orate and priva te ai rc ra ft operators. This  development places  
str ain on our  ai rpor t and t erminal  a rea  facili ties .

AIRPORT ADEQUACY VER SUS ECONOM ICS AND SAFETY

The value of an air po rt to a community is dependent on many factors . One 
of the  most imp ortant  concerns runw ays.  Below are three are as in which run
way adequacy has  an  economic and sa fety  effect on airpo rt va lue:

I. Lack of runw ay length res tri cts the  amount of payload and fuel that
can be car ried due to compliance with regu lations  necessary for  an accept- *
able level of safety, thereby reducing ai rpor t revenue po tent ia l;

II.  Lack of more tha n one adequa te runway for continued operations 
can and  has  caused  an air po rt to be closed for  an extended period of tim e; 
and

II I.  Lack  of airpo rt safe ty sta ndard s has resulte d in fa ta l and non fatal 
accidents on or near the runway caus ing expenses not  only to the  ca rri er  
involved but to other car rier s.

Let ’s en large on the  foregoing th rough the  following exam ples:
To comply with the  performance regulat ions a t maximum gross weight a larg e 

twin engine piston tra nspo rt require s a minim um runway  length of 4,700 fee t at  
sea level, zero runw ay grad ient , zero wind, and  standard  tem perature (59° F. ).

When the runw ay is 500 feet  short er tha n needed for  a full load, a weight 
penalty of 2,400 pounds occurs, since  each foo t of runw ay leng th is equal  to 
approximately 5 pounds of useful load.

A large 4 engine  (pis ton) transp ort , to comply with the  performance  regula
tions  at  maximum gross  weight, require s a minimum runw ay length of 6,700



FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 107

feet at sea level, zero runway gradient, zero wind, and stan dard  temper ature 
(59° F. ).

When the runway is 500 feet short er than needed for a full load, a weight 
penalty of 4,000 pounds occurs, since each foot of runway length is equal to 
approximately 8  pounds of useful load.

A large four-engine turbine transport, to comply with the performance regula
tions at maximum gross weight, requires a minimum runway length of 10.200 
feet at  sea level, zero runway gradient, zero wind, and stand ard temperature  
(59° F. ).

When the runway is 500 feet short er than needed for a full load, a weight 
penalty of 5.000 pounds occurs, since each foot of runway length is equal to 
approximately 10 pounds.

In addition to the preceding penalties, which relate only to inadequate run
way length, as you know, load limitation s are imposed by temperature  account
ability when the runway is not long enough to meet safety requirements.

In addition to economic benefits, however, longer runways would also increase 
the safety and efficiency of operations. Computations of runway length re
quirements do not include all operational variables. Pilots, therefore, would 
prefer margins over the maximum gross takeoff or landing when any of 
these v ariables are likely to be present. However, with larger air cra ft requiring  
progressively longer runways, more of our takeoffs and landings will be of 
this type. (Thi s may help explain why pilots have been so adama ntly opposed 
to allowing credit for reverse thru st as par t of landing or takeoff distance 
requirem ents.)

Another problem which sometimes plagues the efficiency and economy of 
airc raf t operations is the lack of more than one adequate runway on an a irport . 
Closing an airport not only adversely affects the economy and efficiency of 
the air carriers, but also reduces the income of the airpo rt and causes incon
venience to the  air  traveler.

As you know, the lack of more than one adequate  runway can cause closing 
the a irpor t for a t least the following reas ons :

(1 ) Runway repairs.
(2 ) Snow removal or t reating an icy surface.
(3 ) Runway marking.

There is no avoiding the above items. They have to be done. When there 
is only one runway, obviously it has to be closed if any one of the above needs 
attention. High density traffic airports are, of course, hardest hit  at  these 
times.

When highways are closed, detours are provided. To provide continued 
air service into an airport,  more than one adequate runway must be provided. 
In addition, of course, multiple runways increase the number of a irc raf t move
ments the airport can handle. This is vital in our rapidly growing industry  
and critical to the successful operation of our airways  system. There is not 
much purpose in increasing the capacity of the airways  system and leaving 
a bottleneck at  both ends due to inadequate airp ort facilities.

RECU RRING ACCIDEN TS ON AIRPO RTS

Accidents occur y ear after year due to soft shoulders on the sides of runways 
.and inadequate underruns or overruns. Accidents of this type are—

(1 ) Underrun type accidents where the airpla ne lias contacted the sur
face prior to reaching the  paved approach end of the runway.

(2 ) Overrun type accidents where the airplane rolls beyond the pre
pared runway surface, and

(3 ) Loss of directional control where it is not possible for the pilot to 
maintain a stra ight  course dowm the centerline of the runway.

Examples of the above types of accidents a re as follows :
On June 14, 1960, a DC-8, while experiencing unsymmetrical reverse thrust, 

veered off the runway, received nose wheel damage, and by protrud ing over 
the runway, caused the instrum ent runway to be closed for 17 hours. Closing 
the runway for this time period occurred during instrum ent weather conditions 
and, therefore, affected a ir traffic and air  car rier  operations in the entire  metro
politan area. Thousands of passengers were effected, the air  carr iers  lost 
thousands of dollars, a $G-million airplane was damaged and out of service 
for several weeks. A compacted surface along the runways as shown in our 
attached drawings might have made t he difference.
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On Febru ary  7, 1961, a sim ilar accident  occurred. This time the  air po rt was 
closed 52 hours to je t opera tions . This  type accid ent will continue to occur 
unless the  sides  of our runw ays are compacted similar  to the  shou lders of our 
highways.

Another und erru n-ty pe accident occurred on Febru ary  25, 1961, when a large 
je t air liner landed 18 feet  sho rt of the  paved  runw ay surface  and  received 
severe  da mage from a sha rp 1-foot ri se a t the  approach end of the  runway. This  
accident closed the  runw ay for  an extended  period of time, and oth er $6-million 
air liner was out  of serv ice fo r several weeks.

An und erru n-ty pe accident occur red on March 26, 1961. Another large je t 
air liner landed ju st  sh ort  of a  runw ay on an access road. Damage to th e a ircraf t «
was  caused because dra inag e ditches to the  side of the  roadway were  not g raded
to allow smooth runup to the  runway.

On Ja nu ary 19, 1961, an overrun-type accid ent occurred which resu lted  in tota l 
dest ruction  of the $6-million air liner and loss of four lives. The ai rc ra ft  came 
to rest  630 fee t beyond the  end of th e runway . »

Within less tha n 3 months in 1961 we alread y have  had four ma jor  accidents 
in th e ai rpor t vic inity.

AIR LIN E PIL OTS AS SO CI AT IO N’S  AIRPORT SURVEY

My associa tion reached the conclusion  se vera l years ago th at  the  ai rpor t prob
lem, along with the airways problem, was probably the  most crit ica l fa cing  av ia
tion. The system was simply not keeping up with  the  demands  on it. We also 
concluded th at  the  solution lay in an accelera ted joint  Federa l-local community 
effort.

In  an effor t to establish  our requiremen ts in concre te te rms, for  a ll operat ions, 
the  Air Line  Pilo ts Associa tion inaugura ted  a  program in 1959 to survey the  569 
airports  in the  United  Sta tes into  which air line service  had  been cert ifica ted by 
the  Civil Aeronaut ics Board. It  w as fel t th at  prop er determination of the are as 
of greate st deficiency would enable us to be more helpfu l in seeking improve
ments. The  object ives of the  survey  were  to—

(1) Determine where air po rt inadequa cies ex is t;
(2) Dete rmine w hat  can be done to correct  these inadequacies ;
(3) Ass ist local a irp or t m anag ement to in corporate desirab le feat ure s into 

the  ai rpor t improvement  schedule.
Generally  speaking, our da ta  was collected  by ALP A safety rep resentativ es in 

the  field. This was m ade possible through the  fine cooperation  of a irp or t manag e
ment. In iti al  surveys have been fol lowed by efforts  to  maintain liaison w ith ai r
por t o i»erators and ass ist in expediting  inst allation of improved air po rt facil ities .
We have thus been ab le to improve  com munication to the point where we receive 
constan t requests  for information from ai rpor t execut ives for the  pilo t’s views 
on term inal  fac ility requi rements. Our conclusion has  been th at  financing is the 
major stumbling  block to improvement.

Although our airport survey  is not yet complete, the  info rmation cur ren tly  >
avai lable provides an imp ortant yardst ick  of the  deficiency of air po rt develop
ment on a nationwide basis, and the  ext ent  of rem edial  ac tion requ ired  to improve 
our  termin al f aci liti es to  the desi red sta ndard .

We have atta che d for general information, as appendix C, a copy of the  st at is
tics  currently available.  These sta tis tic s are  based on r eports from 257 air po rt »
survey forms, tabula ted  and analy zed as of Janu ary 1, 1961. It  is inte res ting to
note the  sim ilarity  between our findings and a report recen tly issued  by the
Airp ort Ope rato rs Council and the  Nat ional Association of Sta te Aviat ion Of
ficials. This report indicate s almos t one-half of our publicly owned airpor ts
need immedia te improvement or expansion. Cost estimate was $1.1 billion for
the  nex t 4 years. Under the  matching-funds  formula, it would be necessary that
one-ha lf of thi s amount be a ppropr iate d by the  Federal  Government. The FAA
in the ir 1961 Nat ional Airpor t plan est imates $1.1 billion will be needed in the
nex t 5 years .

The associa tion ’s study,  w hich d id not include needed new ai rpor t development, 
indicate s th at  an amount of money approx ima ting  $100 million must be appro
pri ated by the  F ederal Government each year for  the n ext 5-year period in o rder  
to p rovide  adequa te a irp ort facili ties  fo r our prese nt a irc raf t.

We are pleased to see that  the House bill, H.R. 6580, proposed at  least $75- 
million Fed era l aid  per year  for 5 years  for  al l U.S. a irpo rts.

A review of Fed era l aid  to ai rpor t app rop ria tions and expenditures for  the 
last  10 yea rs shows th at  the  ave rage Feder al aid  to airports  over the  pas t 
10 years has  been at  a ra te  of $2 8^  million per  year.  This is approxim ately
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10 percent of the total projected cost of Dulles Airport. Contras t this with 
$3,223 billion 1 spent last year in the Federal-aid-to-highways program and the 
firm assurance given for billions of dollars ($26.6  billion spread over t he fiscal 
years 1957-69) 1 to build future Federal highways.

We can complete “$3,589 miles of four-lane highway and 184 miles of six 
lanes or more” 1 (th e equivalent of 71,336 miles of single-lane construction) 
per year but it requires practically  a national emergency to secure anoth er 1,000 
feet of concrete for an airport runway. When we can have a $4-billion road
building program, 50 percent federally financed, a $75 million or more airport 
aid bill is certainly not unreasonable.

In addition to the foregoing specific financial requirements with respect to 
improving airports  themselves, we have the additiona l matt er of providing 
navigation, communication, and terminal area  landing aids, the need for which 
was so graphically described by the 1960 accident record.

Some people have a tendency to be complacent about this very serious prob
lem ; probably because appropria tions in recent years have been substa ntiall y 
in excess of those for years past. We believe this is a very dangerous view. 
While appropria tions in recent years have been of su bstantial improvement, we 
ask that  you examine the record for the past 10 yea rs and it will not be difficult 
to understand why we have fallen so f ar behind. A review of the appropriations 
and expenditures for the establishment of air  navigation facilities for the years 
1950 through 1959 shows tha t the average expenditure for the establishm ent of 
air  navigation facilities  over the past 10 years has been $27 million per year. In 
our view, this demonstrates shocking neglect when you consider th at the Federal 
Government has assumed the entire responsibility in this area and tha t 75 
percent (from March 1959 Le Monde Economique) of the total revenue passen
ger miles flown in the entir e world are  flown by U.S. ai r carr iers.

The current Adminis trator recognized th at aviation has been neglected. When 
being sworn in for his job, he supplied the Congress with the following:

“We as a nation neglected the national aviation system until very recently.
“We did not give it the tax money tha t was needed, and we are  jus t about 

now reaping the  detriment of neglect.”
Mr. Halaby is cognizant th at we must catch up.
Mr. Halaby fur the r stated  tha t if we had spent more money for  avia tion needs 

10 years ago we would not have to spend so much now. Obviously, this also 
holds true for the next 10 years as far  as costs are concerned. In our view, 
expediting installa tion of airport facilities and terminal area facilitie s is an 
investment in the futu re tha t will save money as well as improve safety and 
efficiency.

ECONOMIC JUST IFIC ATION FOR TERMINAL AREA FACILITIES

Fifteen years ago, in the days of the DC-3, a canceled, delayed, or diverted 
flight affected at most only 21 passengers. The cost of operating this airc raf t 
was about $100 per hour, and the financial risk of a diverted or recalled flight 
was not too great. This held true  to a lesser degree for larger  four-engine 
airc raft  with 50 to 80 passengers. However, the operating charges of $200 to 
$400 per hour of these large r a irc raf t were making it very un attra ctive  to accept 
these financial odds. The airline s were becoming more selective in their  dis
patch risks.

With the jet. the industr y cannot continue to countenance the expense of 
operating a.n airc raf t at around $1,000 per hour, to a doubtful destination and 
then pay ground transportatio n, meal, and perhaps hotel costs for 100 or more 
passengers. On the  other hand, a car rier  cannot afford to turn passengers over 
to other a irlines. The answer to this quandary is the provision of termin al area 
airpor t aids so tha t a great er percentage of flights are  completed.

A summation of the canceled, delayed, and diverted overall operational costs 
on individual airlines are not presently available;  however, fur the r along in 
this paper we have made some estimates based on what we consider are reason
able assumptions.

The present weather minimums at  most hub airports require a 200-foot ceiling 
and one-half-mile visibility for reciprocating airc raf t; some terminals like Chi- 
cago/Midway, the world’s busiest airpor t, still have 300-%  minimums. The 
present j et aircra ft (IL S)  instrum ent landing system minimums everywhere  are 
300-%.  The minimums are 400-1 or higher at  many low-density airports used 
by local service car riers.

1 U.S. Departmen t of Commerce, “Highway Progress,  1959.'
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At Newark, reciprocating engine air cra ft are now using runway visual range 
(RV R) minimums of 2.000 feet. At the 16 other locations where RVR is in
stalled, the minimums are 2,600 feet. RVR facil ities can and do reduce weather 
cancellations. These fine faciliti es are only now beginning to be more widely 
installed.

In attempting to fair ly assess the costs of various delays we have noted a 
table published in th e May 1960 issue of Airl ift on page 96. This table assesses 
the causes of delays in thei r order of importance by 10 large carr iers  as  fol lows:

Weathe r and congested ramp operations were the biggest factors in delayed 
flights for the major trunk  airlines  during  1959. Three carrie rs named weather 
their  No. 1 cause and another trio labeled it No. 2. Here’s how 10 carri ers clas
sify thei r top five causes of d elays:

How trunks look at delays

0) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Air line :
Br an iff __________

C on tinen ta l______
E a s te rn ,. ................

N ort heast ......... .....

Northwest_____

Pan A m _________

Rid dl e......................

Sl ick .........................

T W A .......................

U n it e d .. .................

M ec hanic al .. .

P ass engers .. ..  
Air traf fic  
contr ol/ air 
po rt conges
tion.

W ea th er _____

C onnec tions. .

Ca rgo................
W ea th er _____

E quip m en t__

C on nec tion s. .
M ec han ic al .. .

W ea th er _____

Mecha nica l__

Air traffic  
con tro l 
hold s.

Air traf fic  
con tro l.

W ea th er _____

Airp or t c on
ges tion .

Ac com pli sh
ing  load  an d 
connect ions .

Gro un d
opera tions.

E quip m en t__

W ea th er _____

Load ing ...........

St at io n serv
ices.

W ea th er _____

M ec ha nica l__

M ec ha nica l__

Operat ion s
plan .

Cargo  han
dlin g.

Ai r tr aff ic 
control.

W ea th er ..........

E q u ip m e n t. ..

W ea th er _____

M echa nica l__

M ec ha nica l__

Gro un d serv
ices.

La te passen 
gers.

M ec ha nica l__

Passe ngers ___

M echa nica l__

M ul tip le
opera tion.

W eathe r.

Line  m aint e
nan ce.

Airp or t con
ges tion an d 
ai rpor t traf fic  
con tro l.

Cre w.

Airp or t traf fic 
contro l.

Cargo  lo ad
ing .

Weather is listed by 7 of the 10 ca rrier s as the ir first or second choice for the 
most predominant cause of delays. Airpor t and air  traffic control (ATC) con
gestion are listed as first or second choice by five carriers . These are all delays 
associated with weather. All could be improved by the use of modern terminal 
area  facilities . We, therefore, feel justified in estimating  at least  50 i>ercent of 
the delays or cancellations are due to adverse weather conditions.

TH E I9 6 0  COST OF CAN CELING FL IGHT S

The tota l mileage flown (domestic and inter natio nal) in 1960 was 995,900,000 
miles. Of this total mileage 31,518,000 miles or 3.2 percent were canceled due 
to various reasons. Based on our analysis of the table previously mentioned and 
on the following data  and computations we have estimated tha t 1.6 percent or 
15,759,000 miles were canceled due to weather.

Mileag e Do me stic
op erat ion

In te rn at io na l
op erat ions

Tot al

Schedu led  _ _________________________________________ 834,602,000 161, 298,000 995,900,000
Scheduled  com pl et ed _____________________________________ 807,496,000 156,886,000

Ca ncele d mi lea ge 1--------------- -------------- -------------------- 27,106,000 4, 412,000 31,518,000

* Cancele d m ileage, 31,518,000, divide d by  to ta l m ileage, 995,900,000, eq ua ls  3.2 per cent  of  th e  to ta l mileage 
flown.

N ote .—Ass um ed  th a t 50 percent  of  milea ge can cel ed is du e to  w eathe r, th is  is equ al  to  1.6 perce nt  w hic h 
repre sen ts 15,759,000 can celed m iles .

Th e ab ove ba se d on  CA B st at is tics  for 1960.
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Our staff has estimated tha t the average direct opertaing cost for all U.S. 
air  carrie r a irc raf t in use was 134 cents a mile. At 134 cents per airpla ne mile, 
the 15,759,000 airplane miles of operation calculated to be lost due to weather 
would cost the carriers $21,117,060 in total direct operating expenses. This is, 
we believe, a very conservative estimated loss considering fixed costs of opera
tions and other increased costs due to lower aircra ft utilization, misplaced air 
craft requiring ferry  flights, reduced payloads after cancellations, increased 
passenger handling costs, etc.

COST OF 1 YEAR’S AIR TRAFFIC CONTROL AND WEATHER DELAYS

Flights delayed or diverted are not included in the cancellation statistics. 
These also present  a severe monetary penalty to the carriers . One measure of 
this factor is the on time (within 15 minutes) exi>erience of the domestic air  
carriers.

Airlift, May I960 on page 81 shows delay figures for 8 months, May-December 
of 1959 which we believe is representative for 1960. These figures show an 
ontime figure of about 69 percent ; 31 percent of the trips  were delayed more than 
15 minutes ; 16 percent were delayed over 30 minutes. This is an additional 
important economic factor.

We would estimate tha t approximately half  of these delayed arrivals or 15 
percent of the flights are affected by weather or air  traffic control delays. Fif
teen percent of the total number of trips (3,834,541 domestic and international) 
is approximately 575,181 delayed trips per year, due to air  traffic control and 
weather. Assuming the average delay is one-half hour at $340 per  hour (DC-6 
cost), the cost due to this delay factor  would be $97,780,770 per year. Figuring 
the average delay as one-fourth hour the cost of the delay factor would amount 
to $48,890,385 per year.

The total cost effect of lack of facilit ies
(1) Estimated losses due to canceled mileage__________________ $21,117, 060
(2) Estimated losses due to delayed flights (15 minutes)-----------  48, 890, 385
(3) Estimated reduction in accident losses w ith improved airport

and approach facil ities__________________________________  1 3, 791, 000

Total_____________________________________________  73, 798, 445
1 E st im at ed  sa vin gs fr om  im pr ov ed  sa fe ty  fa ci li ti es as  figu red fo r 1957 from  th e  U ni te d 

Res ea rc h re po rt  f u r th e r  ex pl ai ne d la te r  in  th is  pa pe r.

ANALYSIS OF ECONOMIC ASPECTS OF ALL-WEA TnER  LANDING SYSTEMS

The FAA recently accepted a report prepared by United Research, Inc., cover
ing 1957 operations which uses a more sophisticated and detailed method for 
determining the economic value of an all-weather landing system. The objec
tives of this United Research report  are  as follows:

(1) Analyze economic benefits of ATC and airp ort facility improvements 
to civil users of the  airways, and measure the effect of these improvements 
in dollar terms on the  demand for and cost of airline passenger t rans por ta
tion.

(2) Measure the effect of improvements on the cost of general aviation 
transpor t including value of passenger time.

(3) Measure the annual  cost of the accidents (loss of property and life) 
preventable by the improvement.

The analysis of the United Research survey resulted in the following values 
being placed on an all-weather landing system :
(1) Additional demand leading to increased revenues to air car

rie rs- —______—___________________________ ——————__ _ $11, 500, 000
(2) Cost savings to air  carrier s____________________________ 9, 379. OOO
(3) Cost savings to general aviation------------------------------------- 292, 000
(4) Value of accidents prevented---------------------------------------  3, 791, 000

Total____________________________________________  24, 962, 000
During the winter months of each year, the unreliability of a ir trave l is typi

cally greater than the unreliability in the summer months. For purposes of 
analysis, the percentage of scheduled miles not completed is used as the measure



112 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION

of schedule unreliabili ty. Characteristically, during periods when air  services 
experience gr eates t unreliability, the percent of first-class travelers (use rs of air 
and first-class rail  services)  who travel by ai r declines.

There are  three  principal types of economic benefits associated with ATC 
and ai rpor t approach facility improvements. They are—

(1 ) Improvement in capacity of the system results in an increased de
mand for its use. Thereby creating grea ter revenue to compensate for the 
cost of improvement.

(2 ) Improvements in efficiency and reliab ility results in lower per unit 
cost to the users which will re sult in the ability to pay for the improvements.

(3 ) Benefits from improvements in the margin of safety reduces accidents 
thereby reducing the premat ure and costly loss or damage to life and 
property.

All the above compound each other and tend to increase the overall benefits 
by further  increasing the level of safety and efficiency of traffic facilities.

They point to the need for greate r schedule reliability as the key to increased 
demand for air  travel.

To show how conservatively the United Research report $25 million cost was 
computed, we cite the following cost allowances used in their report:

One hour delay is calculated as $170 (average operating cost of airplane 
in 1957; for 1961 this figure, we believe, would be closer to $34 0).

Cancellation estimated as $24 shor t haul; $86 short haul trunk ; $326 
long haul trunk  (these  are all lower th an the cost of operating a large four- 
engine aircra ft fo r 1 ho ur) .

A diversion is assumed by a four-engine airc raf t to cost $691 made up 
of 1-hour delays (a t $210 ), % hour ferry trip, result in one long haul 
cancellation and trip expense equal to twice a cancellation.

The above figures for 1957 are all lower than  today’s figures based on in
creased costs and increased size fo r air cra ft with higher operating costs.

FA C IL IT IE S  NEEDED FOB  SA FETY  AN D EC ON OM IC  GAIN S

Much can be done today to reduce weath er and traffic delays referred to in 
the previous pages.

Of the 569 airports serviced by domestic airlines , 95 percent of the passengers 
arrive or depa rt from 165. These 165 also produce 98 percent of the cargo and 
97 percent of the mail. These 165 airpo rts handle 80 percent of the airline 
takeoffs and landings.

Of these 165 airports, 100 percent are equipped with tower and ILS, 76 per
cent equipped with centerline approach light systems of which 52 percent have 
sequenced flashing lights, and 51 percent are equipped with airpo rt surveillance 
rad ar (ASR ) or rad ar approach control (Rap cons ). This is a good sta rt but 
does not provide some presently available facilities  at more than 50 percent of 
the higher density airports . Attachment D shows the estimated cost of addi
tional facilitie s required to modernize the facilitie s at 165 hub-type airports; 
and also to provide non-hub-type a irports with minimum approach facilities.

There are additional facilities which can profitably be installed at higher 
traffic density locations to further  reduce we ather delays. They a re :

(1 ) Runway visual range equipment: Presen t RVR installa tions are at  17 
locations and 31 more are planned by the end of 1961. Average cost of RVR 
equipment is $15,000. Runway visual range equipped airpor ts provide the 
lowest minimums with today’s standard  facilities. Improvements in on-time 
arrivals will become increasingly apparent when this RVR equipment is more 
universally installed.

RVR visibility measuring equipment installed on the runway with remote 
reading in the tower provides visibility minimums of 2.600 feet (wit h 200-foot 
runway light spacing) and 2,000 feet (wi th 100-foot runway light spacing) with 
the following equipment installed.

(a ) ILS (191 presently installed, 250 programed through 196 1).
(b ) Two compass locators.
(c ) High intensi ty runway lights.
(d )  TSO N -1 0(a)  runway marking (a t about 20 percent of 569 airpor ts).
(e ) TSO N-24 approach lighting with condenser discharge lighting (86 

presently installed, 174 programed through 1961 ).



FE DER AL AIR PO RT AID E X T EN SIO N 113

(2 ) Narrow gage (fl us h) run way  lighting  gives dire ctio n and  roll guidance  
and flare control  wit h res tric ted  visibi lity. This  type  of equip ment  is in the 
final stage s of development. Idlewild Airp ort did not wa it for  cri ter ia and now 
has  narrow  gage run way ligh ting  in its new ins tru me nt runw ay. It  is expected 
th at  such lighting will be p ar t of the requ irem ents  pri or to considering  redu cing  
minimums below pr esent RVR sta nda rds . Such equip ment  will not only incre ase 
the  efficient use of a runw ay, but  will also increase the  level of safe ty. Flu sh 
lighting has been designed th at  can be installed in existin g runways. With  
the  combination of available cri ter ia and a pra ctic al way to inst all flush lighting  
in exis ting  runw ays,  the  way is open to modernize runw ays  at  a rela tively  
moderate  cost to tak e advanta ge of the economic benefits of thi s latest  develop
ment a t high density  a irpo rts.

(3 ) Cente rline flush runway ligh ting: This  is a vita lly  need pa rt of all- 
weather runw ay ligh ting  for  land ing roll as well as takeoff. The cr ite ria  for  
thi s development ar e now in final phases of completion. It  is ant icip ated th at  
this equipm ent will be normally a companion ins tal lat ion  with  narro w gage 
flush runw ay ligh ting  and is expecte d to be a vita l pa rt  of all-w eather run way 
equipm ent and yie ld economic benefits.

(4 ) Flush approach  ligh ting  exte nding into  the  paved und erru n area : In 
the  pa st a number of TSO N-2 4 cen terl ine appro ach ligh t systems have not  been 
full y installed because of a lack of sta nd ard s for  a flush approach lighting  
fixture . Now thes e sta nd ard s are  avai labl e and  should be added to the  exis ting  
system s in the  und erru n are a with in 1,000 fee t of the runw ay thre shol d or any 
time appro ach lighting  is in the usable  over run or und errun are a of a runw ay. 
Such ins tallatio ns will add mater ial ly to the safety  of opera tions  by reducing 
the  possib ility of an accid ent due to touchdo wn pri or to contacting the runw ay. 
In  some cases, flush appro ach ligh ting  on paved surfaces will add to the  tak e
off runw ay length and there by i ncrea se the allowable usefu l load.

(5 ) Lower act ivit y air po rts  must be included in the  instal lat ion  of improved 
appro ach faci litie s to assu re a balanc e of ov erall  system capacity.

Presently,  many  low act ivit y air ports  have noth ing but a radio  beacon for 
ins trum ent  approa ches. ALPA’s air po rt survey indi cate s th at  this  is the ext ent  
of the inst rum ent  appro ach faci litie s now in stal led a t one-third of ou r a irl ine  a ir
ports . We believe th at  minimum equipm ent for  low density  airports  should  con
sis t of a TVOR (.$10 0,000), TSO N -1 0( a)  run way marking ($ l,0 00 -$ 5, 00 0) , 
run way  end identifier  lights  ($2 ,000-$3,0 00 ), visu al gl ide slope lights  (.$1,500 ) and  
contro l tower ($0 0,0 00 ).

There are  pres entl y 725 VOR sta tions in operation  in the  United  State s. 
Appro ximate ly on e-hal f of th ese are  en route  a ids  only and n ot assoc iated  w ith  a n 
approach to an airport.

There are  a very limited  numb er of run way  iden tifier l ights insta lled. ALPA’s 
survey  indic ates only abou t 2 perc ent of the air po rts  have them. Very few are  
being programed. Most of thes e are  at  air po rts  whe re ILS and appro ach lights  
are on a not her  runw ay.

«* The visua l glide slope ligh ts (t h at give a visu al angle of appro ach indica
tion to the pi lo t),  have ju st  been approved for  use and the  first  two are  sched
uled to be ins tall ed at  La Gua rdia . The FAA has budgeted only 40 for  fiscal 
year 1962, and  most of thes e will probably go on “noise  sens ative” run way s at  
high dens ity air po rts . Until thi s sta nd ard  can be financed and installed  by the

* FAA, we recommend cons ideration  of a “poor ma n’s” glide ins tallatio n called
POMOLA. This  can be inst alle d for  dayl igh t use for  a  very few dollars.  Fianc- 
ing should not be a problem ( und er $100.)

The grow th of avi atio n in the  last 15 yea rs has  shown th at  low density  ai r
por ts have rap idly increase d in traffic as increase d fac ilit ies  and services became 
avai lable . It,  ther efor e, seems imperat ive to us th at  thes e recommended lower 
cost approach  aid s be installe d at  all local service termin als at  the earlie st 
possible  time to improve schedu le reli abi lity  and  the flow of traffic to and  from 
thes e s mall er airpor ts.

SUMMARY

The economic losses due to we ath er and ATC delays , cancellation  of flights 
and diverted  ai rc ra ft  in 1 yea r is a sizable figure—United Rese arch  say s $24,- 
962,00 0 fo r 1957. We ca lcul ate a t le ast  $73 ,798,445 fo r 1960.
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We feel th at  a ma jor  port ion of thi s money can be saved by install ing  proven 
land ing aids and ai rpor t safe ty standard s—now. These aids and sta ndard s are  
referred to  in atta chme nt D and cost  as fo llows :
For  165 high density  locat ions______________________________  $41, 650, 000
For  404 low density locat ions_________________________________  42, 862, 000

Total________________________________________________  83, 912, 000
The above costs  do not  include many add itio nal  pa rts  of the overall ai r traffic 

contro l system which requ ires  add itional  capital , such as traffic control cente rs 
and the ir equipm ent, researc h and  development, etc., to handle the ever-increas
ing amount  of a ir  traffic.

To complete the  pic ture  at  lea st $1.1 billion  in air po rt fac iliti es like  runw ay 
extensions, taxiways, terminals , etc., will be needed in the nex t 5 years .

Obtaining fun ds for  the  above planned and proposed  improvements  is one of 
aviatio n’s m ajo r problems today but, in our  opinion, we must keep the problem 
in i ts overall perspective from th e natio nal  in ter es t stan dpoint.

Commercial ai r t ran spo rta tion has  become the  leading means of in tercity tr ave l 
today.  It  is also  the  dominant means of int ern ational trave l. Business, gov
ernment, and  o ur citiz enry  generally are rap idly g earing the ir lives to thi s rap id 
means of transp ort ation . This  trend is acce lerat ing.  Some 75 percent of the 
total air  transp ort ation  of the world is flown in  the  a ircr af t o f U.S. ca rri ers and 
by U.S. citizens. Deficiencies, delays, and  margin al safe ty sta ndard s in ai r 
transp ort ation  today affect our  entire  economy. It  is imperative to the total 
nat ional int ere st th at  we accelera te our  effor ts to keep our airw ays  and airpo rt 
systems ab reas t of technological development of the  ai rc ra ft  and its  use in our 
tota l nat ional pictu re.

The Fed era l Government must be an act ive  pa rticip an t in the  development 
of our  air po rts  and  their  rela ted  terminal  area  and  airway facil ities . Unlike 
the  situatio n in oth er means of transp ortation , the Federal  Government has  
assumed the  p rim ary  re sponsibil ity for  the  development and opera tion of th e a ir
ways  system, the  control of the  airspace and related facil ities. There  is no 
alt ern ative to viewing the  air po rt and  its  relate d fac ilit ies  as an integr al pa rt 
of the  airways system. It  is only reasonable , therefore, that  the  Fed era l Gov
ernm ent should be an activ e pa rtn er  wi th the  local communities in the  develop
ment of the ai rpor t system. We feel the  Fed era l Government  has  been too 
reluc tan t a pa rtn er  in recent years and th at  we must work together to bring an 
awakening of the  public and Government officials to thi s shirking of the  respon
sibil ity and  its  impact  on the development of our count ry.

We are not  cer tain th at  the  amount  proposed  in H.R. 6580 i s sufficient. We 
would pre fer  to see $100 million per  year for  5 y ear s but  strongly endorse the 
proposed legislat ion as a  minimum.

We ap preciate the opportunity to make our views known.

PERSONAL BACKGROUND OF CLAR ENCE N.  SAYEN

By way of personal background. I hold bachelor  of ar ts  and ma ste r of ar ts  
degrees in geography and economics and an honorary doctor of science. I have 
been a teache r and  an airl ine  pi lot. Some c ur rent  activities have included mem
bership on the  Committee on Air cra ft Operating Problems of the Nat ional Aero
nautics  and  Space Adminis tra tion: execu tive committee of the  Nat iona l Air 
Tra nsport  Coordina ting Committee: Wa r Air Service Pa tte rn  Commit tee of the 
Defense Air Tra nsp ort ation  Ad minis tra tion; execu tive committee  of the Radio  
Technical Commission for  Aeronautics ; the  Chicago Aero C ommission; Ind ust ry 
Advisory Committee of the  Inter-D epa rtmental Aviat ion Manpower Committee; 
and Natio nal Defense Executive  Reserve.

DESCRIPTION OF AIR LI NE PILOTS ASSOCIAT ION , INTERN ATIONAL

The Air Line Pilots  Association, In ter na tio na l is an assoc iation of the  pro
fessional air lin e pilots of the  scheduled U.S. ai r carrier s. At present, it has a 
membership of over 18.000 active and inactive members employed by 49 cer ti
ficated airl ines . The association represe nts air line pilots  in all aspects  o f the ir 
professional life. I t is the ir barg aining age nt under the Rai lway  Labor Act, 
mainta ins  an exte nsiv e ai r safe ty organiza tion in 149 councils sca ttered throug h
out the United Sta tes and a number of fore ign count ries, and  is spokesmen for
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the  air line pilo t in his rela tionship  with municipal , State , Federal , and  inter na 
tion al organ izatio ns.

alpa’s organiz atio n for safet y

ALPA’s organizat ion for safety  is composed of rep resentativ es of 149 councils 
located throughout  the  United  States, its  ter rito ries, and a number of foreign 
countries. Eac h council has an ai r safety  committee composed o f act ive  air line 
pilo ts who are  selected for  their  competence and  intere st in the  a ir  saf ety  prob
lems being encountered by their  pilots. The  cha irm an of all the council ai r 
safe ty commit tees are  organized into  a cen tra l ai r safe ty committee which co
ord ina tes the safety  activities of all of the  pilo ts of the  pa rti cu lar  airl ine , sub
jec t to th e a utho rity of  the  maste r executive council which  is thei r h ighest govern 
ing body and which is subject only to the  boa rd of directors which  make s na 
tion al policy for  all pilo t groups within  the association. In  add ition, regional  
safety  chai rmen are appo inted  within five main geographic regions and  with 
subregions.  These pilo ts coordina te the safety  activities which are primarily  
regional in cha rac ter . Each  pilo t g roup designates accident  investigation repre
sen tatives  who, along with regional accident represen tatives, pa rticip ate  in the  
investiga tion of all major ai r carri er  accid ents and  report the ir findings to the  
pres iden t of the  assoc iation. The act ivit ies of all  of these safe ty represent atives  
are  coordinated by the  int ern ational officers of the  assoc iation and by a pro
fessional  staff.

When specific problems require  sus tained study and  represen tation, commit
tees are  created of pilots specia lizing in the  pa rti cu lar subject and ass iste d by 
professional staff. For  example, such committees in recen t years have reported 
on such problems as new ai rc ra ft eva luat ion,  tra ini ng  s tandards, collision avoid 
ance, dangerous  cargo, ai r traffic control, physica l standa rds , and others. 

Appendix C
AL PA ’s a irpor t survey resu lts, 257 airports as o f Ja nua ry 1961

Runw ay condition : Percent
G ood _____________________  56
Fa ir _____________________  33
Defici ent__________________  11

Taxiway  condition :
G oo d_____________________  53
M ar gina l ___________________  35
Defici ent__________________  12

Loading  ramp con dit ion :
G oo d_____________________  64
F a ir______________________ 30
Deficient ___________________ 6

Approach lighting  ins tal led :
Configuration A and others__ 30
Strobe  be ac on s_______________  11

Runway iden tif ier :
Lights ins tal led____________  2

Runw ay ligh ts in stal led:
High int ensity_____________  38
Medium intensity___________ 44
Low in tensity ______________  IS

Runway marking instal led:
G oo d_____________________  20
Marginal _________________  38
N one_____________________  42

Runway length ava ilable :
A de qu at e_________________  21
Marg inal _________________  75
Defic ien t__________________  4

Taxiway  light ing and marking:
G oo d_____________________  13
Marginal _________________  36
Defici ent__________________  51 I

Ramp lighting  and marking  avail 
able : Percent

G ood_____________________  20
Marginal _________________  57
De fic ien t__________________  23

Obst ruct ion lighting and  markin g 
av ai lable:

G ood_____________________  24
Fa ir  _____________________  66
De fic ien t__________________  10

Runway  overrun av ail ab le:
G ood_____________________  16
F a ir ______________________ 24
N one_____________________  60

Available fire an d rescue fa ci lit ie s:
Good p rotection____________  8
Some protectio n____________ 35
No pro tect ion______________  57

Snow remova l avail ab le:
Good plus not applicable____  10
Marginal _________________  35
Deficient _________________  15

Vehicular procedures  in use :
G ood_____________________  20
Fa ir _____________________  69
Defic ien t__________________  11

Instrum ent landing fac iliti es avail 
able :

I L S ______________________  33
VOR _____________________  53
Beacons only______________  33

Tower fac iliti es available com
issioned ____________________  42
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Comm unicat ions pro cedures  av ai l
abl e : Percent

G o o d ______________________  42
Fai r ______________________  42
Deficient __________________  16

Wea ther  fa ci lit ie s av ai lable:
G o o d ______________________  34
Marg ina l __________________  51
Def ic ient___________________  15

Su rve illa nce ra dar av ai lable:
Now ______________________  14
Planned ___________________  3
N o n e______________________  86

High-speed turnoffs av ai lable:
Now ______________________  3
Planne d ___________________  6
N o n e ______________________  97

Ru nw ay dista nc e marke rs  av ai l
abl e :

Now ______________________  13
Planne d ___________________  1
N o n e ______________________  87

Ru nw ay  vis ua l ran ge  av ai lable:
Now ______________________  4
Planne d ___________________  8
N o n e ______________________  96

Na vig ation  fa ci lit ie s insta lle d at  
te rm inal  a re a s :

II beacons  (o nl y) __________  33
VOR faci lit ie s______________  53
ILS  fa ci lit ie s_______________  33
Surve illance ra dar__________  14

Te rm ina l fa ci lit ie s la ck in g:
No towers__________________  58
No wea th er  fa ci lit ie s_______ 15
Marg ina l snow  rem ova l pro 

cedures  __________________  50

Percent
Te rm ina l faci lit ies lacking—Con. 

Margin al fire and res cue fa 
ci lit ies ___________________  92

Margin al vehicu lar  proce
du re s____________________  80

No runw ay  vis ual rang e pro 
cedures  _________________  96

Insuff icie nt obstruc tio n lig ht 
ing  and marking __________  76

Margina l com municatio n pro 
cedures  __________________  58

Airp or ts havin g taxiway s w hi ch :
Are too  na rro w or need  r ep ai r-  47 
Are no t pro per ly lighte d or 

m a rk e d __________________  51
Airp or ts havin g runw ays w hic h:

Should be len gth ene d________  79
Are defi cien t (need repa ir,

et c. ) _____________________  11
Hav e ver y ina dequ ate  ov errun

a r e a s ____________________  60
Do not have “h i” in tens ity

li gh ti ng__________________  62
Do no t have  marking _______  42
Do no t hav e approach  lig ht 

ing_______________________ 70
Do no t hav e runw ay  ide nti fie r

lig hts ___________________  98
Do no t hav e runw ay  dis tan ce

m a rk in g _________________  87
Do n ot hav e high speed  tu rno ffs  97

Airp or ts havin g loading ramp s 
w hic h:

Are  too sma ll or need  re pai r_ 36
Are  inadequa tel y lig hted  or 

ma rked  _________________  23

Attachm ent  D

Conservative cost estimates to establish 100 percent major electronic aids 
available today at 165 hub-type airports

To wers___________________ __  __
IL S_________________________________________________________
Runw ay visual range.  150, a t .$15,000____________________________
Approach  lig ht  syst em.  40, a t $100.000___________________________
Sequenced Hash ing ligh ts, 85. a t $40.000_________________________
Airp or t sur ve illance  ra da r,  84, a t $400.000_______________________

To tal  requ ire d fo r above new ai ds _________________________
1 100 p ercent complete.

C)
C)

$2, 250, 000
4, 000, 000 
3, 200, 000 

31, 600, 000

41, 050, 000

Conservative cost estimates to establish lesser electronic aids at 404 less dense 
non-hub-type airpor ts1

Tow ers,  344, a t $60,000________________________________________ $20, 640, 000
VOR or TVOR, 200, a t $100,000________________________________  20, 000. 000
TSO N10 (a ) ma rki ng , 404, a t $1,000___________________________  404,000
Ru nw ay ide nti fie r lights , 404, a t $3.000_________________________  1, 212. 000
Visua l glid e slope ind ica tor s, 404, a t $1,500_____________________  606. 000

To ta l fa ci lit y cos t f or  abov e new  ai ds _____________________  42, 862,000
a Some of these  airports  will be classified as hub airports  as traffic increases .
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Mr. Williams. I believe the next witness scheduled is Mr. J. B. 
Ha rtranft, president of the Aircraft  Owners and Pilots Association.

STATEM ENT OF JOSEPH  B. HA RT RA NF T, JR ., PRES IDEN T, A IR 
CRAFT OWNERS & PILOTS ASSOCIATION, ACCOMPANIED BY  C YR IL
THOMPSON AND RA LP H NELSON, AI RC RA FT  OWN ERS & PILOTS
ASSOCIATION

Mr. Hartranft. Fir st, in deference to my contemporary, Mr. 
Sayen, I would like to correct the name of my association to A ircraf t 
Owners and Pilots  Association, rather than Air  Line Owners and 
Pilots Association.

My name is Joseph B. Ha rtranft, Jr . I have with me my associate, 
Mr. Cyril Thompson, former vice president of United Air  Lines, for 
mer executive secre tary of the Airpor t Operators Council, who is in 
charge of our Airpo rt Commission.

Another staff member, Air. Ralph Nelson, in charge of our Mem
bership Servicing Division, is with us.

I am president of the Aircra ft Owners and Pilots Association and 
appear here to represent some 85,000 members, the Nation’s largest 
organized group of a ircraf t and ai rport users. Our members operate 
a substantial  percentage of the private , corporation and charte r, or 
taxi airc raft  which provide air-age mobility for some 6,000 com
munities having airports  which are not served by the scheduled air 
carriers. These aircra ft also provide an essential supplemental air 
lif t service at airline  stops, transporting  people to and from sched
uled flights.

Our members also use terminal-type airports  whenever their loca
tion better serves business convenience and necessity.

We wish to commend the  sponsors of the bills H.R. 6850 and H.R. 
6608 for the proposals made for extension and improvement of the 
Federal Airpor t Act. These bills make a very real contribution  to 
the current plann ing which will reveal “the grea t prospects of avia
tion” which President Kennedy has described as a major challenge 
of the 1060’s.

In any serious approach to the subject of airpor t system expansion, 
we feel th at the following numbers must be k ept in mind:

(a) There are 18,300 incorporated cities and towns in the USA 
tha t contribute  to the nationa l economy and today only some 6,600, 
or about 36 percent, have some type of public-use airport.

We believe there is a Federal responsibility  under the act to see tha t 
more general aviation a irports are provided.

(&) Of the 6,600 uni t a irpo rt system, only 569 airports , or less than 
10 percent, are scheduled airline stops.

Only general aviation, through adequate small airpor ts, can give 
air-age mobility to  the o ther 90 percent of  the Nation’s ai rports.

(<?) There were 110,503 registered aircra ft in the United States 
at the end of 1960 and 2,012, or less than  2 percent, were airline 
transports .

General aviation can serve where airline  service is found to be 
uneconomical.
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(<Z) The 2,042 airline transports provide an essential service 
throu gh schedule connections at the busier 569 units of the airpo rt 
system.

However, the other 108,461 civil airc raft , the 98 percent in the 
general aviation  category, make possible the Nation’s air-age tran s
porta tion between all 6,600 units of the airpo rt system.

Now, in a nutshell, the situation on airpo rts is this : One-half to 
two-thirds of the 6,600 are pr ivate  fields; over 1,500 privately financed 
public-use airports  were lost in the last 4 years; 400 to 500 airports 
weer picked up on the Federa l airport aid program, meaning a net 
loss of some 1,000 airports. So we have the situation of an expand
ing general aviation traffic and operations against a situation on vital 
loss of airports.

(e) Of the  Nation’s 18,300 incorporated places, most of which mark 
the location of natu ral resources and production facilities, there are 
some 11,700 which lack even the  minimum ground facilities  to make 
possibly emergency or routine air-age transp ortation in utili ty air 
planes.

It  is here, we believe, that the President will see the airport con
struction challenge of the 1960’s. This countiy urgent ly needs many 
more general aviation type airports  and they are not the  responsibil
ity of local government alone.

We are  pleased to note tha t there is administrat ion support for the 
bills before us. They propose extending the time for making air 
port  gran ts and suggest $75 million for annual Federa l-aid airport 
programs during each of the next 5 fiscal years. Favorable action 
on this legislation will enable the Federa l Aviation Agency to exer
cise more effective leadership for airp ort system expansion, and to 
assist whenever new or improved airports  of any class would 
streng then the Nation’s economy.

Certain ly, the Federal responsibility is to make the industrial ma
chinery of the United States work, and in time of war, this becomes 
exceedingly impor tant.

The special authorization to obligate $7 million a year for second
ary airports  to relieve high density traffic at some population  hubs 
is understood to reta rd in no way the making of other gran ts under 
accepted criteria for an expanding airpor t system to serve general 
aviation.

While we favor, generally, the action covered in H.R. 6580 and 
H.R. 6608, we wish to make four constructive proposa ls:

1. We urge tha t the $75 million in possible grants  for  each of 5 
years be increased to $100 million per year of obligational authority.

2. We strongly  recommend tha t 25 percent  of each year’s alloca
tion of Federal funds to the States  be specifically limited for use as 
approved gra nts on projects at general aviat ion airports, where sched
uled airline service has not been authorized by the Civil Aeronautics 
Board. If  this  25 percent of the allocation for any year has not been 
fully  obligated within a 2-year period, we favor having the unused 
portion returned to the discretionary fund for use as the Adminis
tra tor may determine to be in the public interest.

Now, Mr. Chairman, I was exceedingly interested yesterday in the 
testimony of Mayor Hartsfield rega rding the Atlanta Airpor t situa-
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tion . I  wou ld like to pu t th at pictu re  in pro spe ctive  so fa r as gen
eral  av iat ion  is c oncerned .

Now, the good ma yor is one of  ou r gr ea t ou tst an ding  av iat ion 
leaders . Ye t I  am  com pelled to feel th at  th e ma yo r was a lmost  to ta lly  
ig no rant  of  the ove ral l av iat ion  pi ctur e in his  own com munity , and 
speakin g wi th  him , I  asked abou t his  lack of  ref ere nce  to gene ral 
av iat ion  o perat ion s f rom h is ai rp or t, an d he ve ry candid ly  s ta ted t hat 
they  ha d done ev erything  they  cou ld to dis cou rag e general  av iat ion .

Now, A tlan ta  A irport  at  the mo ment rank s 17th in  the or de r of  
opera tions  fo r 1960. To ta l general  av iat ion opera tio ns  were  52,686 
fro m the A tlan ta  A irpo rt.  Th e t ota l of  th e a ir  c ar rier  op era tio ns  was 
163,243.

Fu lto n Co unty A irpo rt , 15 mile s no rth of  Atla nt a,  ha d 170,539 
general  av iat ion  op era tions,  more op era tio ns  th an  the a ir  ca rr ie r op era
tions  at  A tlan ta  Airpo rt . I f  general  av iat ion  were to ta lly  rem oved 
fro m A tlan ta  A irpo rt , being  171,438, th at  ai rp ort  wou ld dr op  to a 
rank  of  38, an d Fu lton  County wou ld have a coun t of  237,285, w hich 
is 66,847 g re at er  tha n wh at A tlan ta  A irpor t wou ld be le ft  wit h.

In  othe r words,  Fu lto n Co un ty A ir port  would  the n rank  14th in  
the  list.

Now, it  is of  fu rt her  in terest to not e th at  De Ka lb Cou nty , Pe ac h
tre e A irpo rt , on the no rth ea st  edge of  Atlan ta , shows a traffic co un t o f 
43,000. Th us  the to tal  A tlan ta  general  av iat ion  traffic  am ounts  to 
266,225 ope rat ion s, as ag ain st 163,243 ai rli ne  ope rat ion s, a lmo st double .

Now, plac e th is  o pe ratio na l pictur e ag ains t the fa ct  th at  $7,671,979 
has been  gran ted A tlan ta  A irport  as ag ains t $769,294 to F ul ton C ounty  
A irpo rt , a nd  I  thi nk  we, f or  th e f irs t t ime,  have  the  real  p ict ure in true  
perspective.

Th is is r at her  ty pic al.  I  o nly  m ent ion  A tl an ta  because f igures were 
pre sen ted  here yeste rday , and I  thou gh t an en largeme nt upon them 
gav e a cle are r pi ctur e of  F ed eral  fund s at  ai rp or ts  versus  the op era
tions  whi ch are  being  acco mmoda ted in ex pe nd itu re  of  those fun ds.  
I t  is fo r th is reason th at  we bel ieve t hat  25 perc en t o f each  ye ar ’s all oca 
tions  sho uld  be spec ifica lly lim ite d fo r use as approv ed  gr an ts  on 
proje cts  at  ge neral  aviat ion a irp or ts.

3. We  pro pose th at th is  leg islation  be worde d to  prov ide  up  to 
$50,000 of Fe de ra l aid  fo r ter minal  bu ild ing pro jec ts at  ai rp or ts  
where  scheduled air lin e serv ice has no t been au tho riz ed  by the Civ il 
Ae ron autics Bo ard .

4. We  ask  th at the Fe de ra l Av ia tio n A dm in is trator  be dir ected  to 
req ues t the Bu reau  of  the Census to  un de rta ke  the ga ther ing of  d at a 
and the  m aking  o f a r ep or t on tra ns po rtat io n by general  av iat ion  a ir 
cr af t at  all  public-use ai rp or ts  where  no FA A  con trol tow er is 
ins tal led .

Presen t sta tu tes now au tho riz e tran sp or ta tio n studie s by the  
Census Bu reau  eve ry 5 year s, we are  inf orme d, an d the  nex t y ea r fo r 
a r ep or t is 1963.

These fo ur  prop osa ls are  made  because we believe them  to  be high ly  
im po rtan t to the Fe de ra l Government , and its  Av iat ion  Agency, in 
ca rryi ng  ou t the purpo ses  of  the Fe de ra l A irport  Act. Those  pur
poses, we believe, do no t cove r a  system o f ai rl ine ai rp or ts  o nly . We  
cannot overlook the fa ct  th at  civi l av iat ion  ha s gro wn  in two direc 
tio ns  du ring  the pa st  25 yea rs. Sch edu led  an d non schedu led  avia-
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tion operat ions are now two separa te segments of civil aviation. They 
seldom use ai rcraft  with the same characteristics and now have very 
different ai rpor t requirements. The 3,000-foot runway will serve one, 
while 8,000 feet or more of runway is needed by the other. These 
aviation segments—airline  aviation  which has been receiving major 
Federa l attention and general aviation, which has been receiving too 
little attention and aid, need to be b rought into better balance under 
Federal  leadership and financial cooperation. The Federal Govern
ment cannot expect to control the airspace without full knowledge 
of its use in the public interest of all types of ai rports.

The 1960 edition of the FAA  Statistical Handbook o f Aviation in
cludes a statement  about rising general aviation, from which the 
following excerpts are t ak en :

Flight  time accumulated annual ly on general avia tion plane s is over three 
times  the uti liza tion  of the  domestic air line transp ort s in scheduled service.

General aviation accounts for  the flying act ivity of a prep onderan t p roportion  
of the certif icated pilots.

Corporations, firms, and  individuals  in business are  making increased  use of 
genera l aviatio n air cra ft.

The total operations reported by FA A’s 218 control towers for the 
5-year period, 1954 to 1959, revealed this interesting growth story for 
general aviation.

I direct your attention to the last column of the table showing an 
increase of 89 percent for general aviation, 29 percent for air  carrie r, 
and 26 percent for military.

T o ta l a ir cra ft  o per at io ns

U se r se gm en t
1954 1959 P erc en t

in cr ea se

G en er al  a v ia ti o n __ __________ ___________________________ ___ 7,755,000 14,6 69,0 00 89
A ir  c a rr ie r______________________________  ___________________ 5,48 3,000 7,086,000 29
M il it a rv __________ ____ _______ _____ _______________________ 4,02 3,000 5,057,000 26

The civil airports which comprise the national system, while inter 
related, are now classified as two types by FAA, namely: Those for 
(a) scheduled air  came l’s, and (b) those fo r general aviation.

The following figures provide a brief summary of the number of 
airports  and the dollars involved in the Federal-a id a irport  programs 
for a 5-year pe riod:

[D ol la rs  i n m il lion s]

P ro gra m  fis ca l ye ar
A ir li ne  a ir port s G en er al  av ia ti on  ai rp ort s

N u m b er Cos t N u m b er Cos t

1957............................ . ............. ........... ............................. 104 $35.4 260 $416 .5
1958__________________________________________ 206 48.4 128 6.6
1959______________________________ ___________ 234 57.4 124 6.2
1960__________________________________________ 193 50.1 95 7.0
1961. .................................... ......................................... 197 40.5 127 8.5

It  will be noted that more than 80 percent of the Federa l-aid pro
gram dollars for the period covered aro listed for airports  that serve 
the airlines. It is believed th at the Congress should specifically state
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what substantial part of the funds for the proposed airpor t aid pro
gram are to be used for secondary and smaller airports.

To quote from a 1960 address by the Federa l Aviation Admin
istra tor :

General a via tion  a ircr af t a re, in essence, the  backbone of the aviation industry.
Our problem, then, is to provide sufficient a irport  fac iliti es for thi s e xpansion.

Why have we made the four  proposals for change in this legis lation ?
Our reasons for 1 and 2 are related. Under  the Airport Act, re

quests for  g rants to cover airport  construction or improvement pro j
ects are  initia ted by local units of government. Because of the time 
necessarily consumed by political action in getting bond issues or tax 
levies approved to provide airport matching funds, the smaller com
munities have become discouraged about Federal aid. The larger 
cities have organizations capable of winning the race fo r the limited 
amount of Federa l matching funds. We believe that there will be a 
substantia l rise in airpo rt construction effort by several thousand 
counties and smaller municipalities, if obligational authority in these 
bills is a higher amount, which would not l)e too easily exhausted. 
The Admin istra tor’s approval of projects would always safeguard the 
public interest. We believe that the specific earmarking of 25 per 
cent of the funds available for obligation, for use on general aviation- 
type airpor ts—airports where scheduled airline service has not been 
authorized by CAB—would effectively arouse new airport sponsoring 
interest. It  would be a notice to the officials of many communities 
tha t the time spent in raising the required matching funds for an air 
port project will not be wasted.

Our reason for proposal 3 is simply the firm belief that small ai r
port sponsors are entitled to the  same cooperative assistance in getting  
terminal buildings started tha t the sponsors of airline-type airports  
enjoyed before cocktail lounges, hotels, and other profitable public 
service concessions raised a political opposition to Federal aid in 
terminal building financing. It  is difficult to imagine that a limited 
$50,000 of terminal-building aid at a general-aviation-type  airp ort 
will go into anything  not connected with the shelter, sanita ry facili 
ties, health, safety, and communications convenience of the trave ler 
in private, business, or taxi a ircra ft.

Now, in this  connection, I  would jus t like to point out that (50 to 70 
percent of the fata l accidents in general aviation are weather con
nected. The ability of a pilot to have weather facilities prio r to 
flight is certain ly of essential importance. Weather facilities require 
housing. One in every five crash landings of a general aviation air 
cra ft involves fire. Certainly, housing of fire equipment is a safety 
factor.

We urge proposal 4 because everyone today is working in the d ark 
when planning for general aviation. We know t hat  general aviation 
is big, but we do not know accurately  how big. The search fo r facts 
in various areas usually reveals tha t estimates have been low. We 
do have statistics covering airl ine activity  because CAB gathers those 
figures and we have all the aircra ft operations reported  bv FAA  
towers at 299 of the Nation’s 6,600 listed landing places. But we know 
very lit tle about general air  transportation at thousands of listed and 
unlisted places.

The Government, as well as present and potentia l airp ort sponsors, 
need with regular ity some fair ly accurate figures covering the landing
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places now being used, the number of aircra ft operations at each and 
the average number of people transported in and out of these air 
ports. We need the help of our census takers.

The Bureau of the Census is authorized to make a transporta tion 
report every 5 years. We urge tha t the legislation before us be so 
worded that the Bureau of the Census, under section 131 of the law 
covering tha t agency’s act ivity, will cooperate by collecting and pub
lishing every 5 years a nationwide  summary of air  tran spor tation by 
aircra ft not operated by scheduled ai r carriers.

The tabula tion which follows is a comparison of airline  and gen
eral aviation activity in seven cities in  the 100,000-300,000 population 
class. The estimate is based on a few sampling surveys. The figures 
leave little doubt tha t general aviation’s traffic volume will be the 
highest of any element in the Nation’s ai r transportation picture  du r
ing the 1960’s.
Comparison of airline and, genera l aviatio n activ ity  at seven cities in 100,000- 

300,000 popu lation class

C it y  o r co m m u n it y

E l Pas o,  T ex________
G ra nd R ap id s,  M ic h.  
Sac ra m en to , C a l i f .. ..
M ob ile , A la _________
S outh  B en d, I n d ____
C hat ta nooga , T e n n . .
Peo ri a,  I ll ......... ...........
Ja ck so n, M is s_______

P o p u la 
ti on

A ir  c ar ri er G en er al  a v ia ti on

A ir cr af t
oper at io ns

Pas se ng er s 
in  a n d  o u t

A ir cr af t
oper at io ns

Peo pl e 
in  and  o u t

276,6 87 24, 791 398,934 163, 445 404,143
177,313 22,8 26 205,080 65,057 185,411
191,667 29,651 333,194 111,278 350,496
202 ,779 20,149 188,280 62,500 159,800
132,445 23,8 79 136,122 59,162 176,106
130,009 33,7 85 178,428 74,251 190,203
103,162 13, 766 96,318 49, 536 141,242
144,422 22,500 181,016 83,213 171,280

These figures show that  general aviation operations far outnumber 
airline operations at each airport and tha t to tal people carried  is sub
stantia l, sometimes exceeding the number of passengers carried  in and 
out by the scheduled airliners.

The AO PA has drawn up specifications to describe its concept of the 
basic general aviation airpor t needed by small communities. The 
specifications of a basic general aviation landing place should fall, 
according to our plan, somewhere within  a minimum and maximum 
set of figures. The minimum figures serve to plo t the cheapest, usable 
landing place which can adequately accommodate general aviation 
planes. The maximum figures form an arb itra ry top beyond which 
no community need to go in order to  get the best in a general aviation 
airpo rt.

The la nding place—tagged “minimax” field—can be a low-cost, sin
gle, all-weather, lighted runway, able to serve aircraft having a gross 
weight o f 25,500 pounds or less. It  will handle any business a ircraft 
up to and including the DC-3. Its  exact dimensions at any given place 
will vary , bu t basically it will have a runway 2,500 to 4,200 feet  long, 
tu rf or paved, properly  g raded and drained. Nothing in the  Federal 
Airpor t Act disqualifies such a small airport from assistance.

We respectfully  urge you to pu t emphasis upon a program of airport 
system expansion tha t will give several thousand more communities 
an op portunity to use or benefit by air-age  transporta tion.

Mr. F riedel (presidin g). Than k you very much, Mr. Ha rtranft.
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Mr. Collier, do you have any questions ?
Mr. Collier. Yes; just for clarification o f the record, your associa

tion does not embrace any of the so-called supplemental carrie rs at 
all?

Mr. Hartranft. I t does not.
Mr. Collier. Now, in  page 2 o f your statement, you say tha t the 

country urgently needs many more general-aviation-type airp orts,  and 
there is no argument about th at. Then it goes on to say that these are 
not the responsibil ity of local government alone.

I would just  like to inject tha t there are those in our populace who 
feel th at at least the Federal  Government should have a very limited 
role in providing facilities for priva te and corporate airfields.

From your own information, say in the last 10 years, and I  am just  
asking tha t you give me a rough estimate, what percentage of the 
amount of money spent for priva te airpor t facilities has been an ex
penditure of the local governments ?

Air. Hartranft. A rough figure would be something in the order  
of 75 percent. Of course, as we have seen in our own Washington area, 
private enterprise is no longer able to cope with the situat ion wi th our 
growth factor.

We lose airports and it has become certain ly the responsibility  now 
of the individual community to include airports  under the same con
cept as they do street ligh ting, roads, sewerage if that community is to 
be available for air  transpor tation .

Certainly , dur ing the last war, we know of tungs ten and many other 
resources that were not developed as quickly as they might have been 
had airport  facilities  been available to those areas.

Air. Collier. Where you have a private facility such as I know 
exists in some areas and where it is not located within any particula r 
community, or, in fact, in some cases not even within the corporate 
limits of a town, wha t generally is the means by which the surro und
ing communities par ticipate in the suppo rt of an airp ort tha t is not 
in any one community ?

Mr. Hartranft. Well, you will notice, I think, sir, a substan tial 
growth in the county airpor ts, where i t becomes a county project and 
where the sponsoring agency is a county.

Mr. Collier. I s this true in the l arge r counties, or is this not usually  
unique to the smaller, less populated counties ?

Mr. H artranft. Well, just offhand, I  have not made any study of 
that part icular question. But recalling to  mind random locations, I  
would not think  it  fell into the  pa ttern.  The county airport locations 
are often geared with respect to  an industria l air park,  and we know 
here in our own community of Alontgomery County recently making  
possible a new airport site.

Tha t site will be serving a number of facilities, the existing AEC, 
the Bureau of Standards are moving out in that general area, and 
the locations also will serve the Federal T riangle when adequate access 
roads are completed.

There are more general aviation airc raft , incidentally, already 
housed in th at airport, although i t has only been open a few months, 
than there are accommodated at Washington National.
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Mr. Collier. You speak of the loss o f the so-called private airp ort 
facilities. Is this largely a result of urban expansion and subdivid
ing of land?

Mr. Hartranft. Prim arily , it  is the increase in real estate valua
tion which, in the case of rentors, forces up the cost of land rentals; 
in the event of ownership, it is an increased tax levy which finally 
spells financial doom.

Mr. Collier. This leads to the next and final question. In surveys 
made to determine the establishment of new facilities, does your asso
ciation work with the local communities, or what group works with 
the local communities in dealing with the potential zoning problems 
tha t might arise, the fear  of the hazards  of developing from a private 
field or facility near to a residential area, the noise problem which 
repeatedly comes up ? Is there some means by which this  is generally 
coordinated with the local residents  and the local officials?

Mr. Hartranft. Within our own abilities, Mr. Thompson, on my 
right here, for instance, tha t is his only responsibility with our or
ganization,  he and his staff. The requirements of educating the com
munities to the need for a irports , as you know, is a very difficult one.

It  took approximately 5 years in the case of Montgomery County 
Airpor t to finally break down all of the barrier s which were raised in 
the way of questions and objections.

An interes ting sidelight on that , to show what can be done when 
it is concentrated upon, one gentleman in the area had a very large 
chicken farm and was concerned about his chickens with airplanes 
flying overhead. Aft er a grea t deal of negotiations and education, 
it had a very happy result, and on the day of the dedication, tha t 
gentleman provided, without  cost, all of the chickens which were 
barbecued for the occasion. So it can be done.

It is a tremendous job of education. I t is one which I think the 
FAA  could very well give grea ter assistance to. So many of us 
aviation people talk among ourselves too much, and not enough out 
in t he communities where we have to be good neighbors.

Mr. Collier. Mr. Chairman, jus t one other question tha t comes to 
me. Could you tell me whether you feel the greatest need in this 
area would be for the purpose of improving the present or existing 
facilities, more so th an establishing new facilities, or would i t be diffi
cult to break th at down.

Mr. Hartranft. There is need for both, but I believe the emphasis 
would be on new facilities.

Mr. Collier. Enti rely new facilities ?
Air. Hartranft. It  is like the telephone system; the system is as 

good as the number of subscribers. The airplane has util ity in di
rect proportion to the number of places one may go to conduct his 
business and personal affairs.

Mr. F riedel. Air. Nelsen?
Air. Nelsen. The bill provides $75 million a year, is tha t righ t?
Air. F riedel. Right.
Air. Nelsen. And the $70 million for secondary a irpor ts, that is 

part of the bill in addition to the $75 million ?
Air. F riedel. Yes, it is part  of the bill.
Air. Nelsen. Air. Ha rtranft, it is my understanding t ha t your rec

ommendation is for an increase to $100 million a year ?



FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXTENSION 129

Mr. Hartranft. Yes, sir.
Mr. Nelsen. And tha t 25 percent be allocated of this to general 

aviation airports ?
Mr. Hartranft. Yes.
Mr. Nelsen. And $50,000 be for facilities  for the secondary ter 

minals ?
Mr. H artranft. Yes, sir.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Ha rtranft, would you give us the source of  the 

figures on page 8, as I would like to have tha t inserted in the record 
at this point.

Mr. Hartranft. Yes, sir.
(The inform ation refe rred to follows:)

Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association,
Washington, D.C., May 19, 1961.

Hon. Samuel N. Friedel,
Subcommittee on Transp ortatio n and Aeronautics, Committee on In tersta te and 

Foreign Commerce, House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
My Dear Congressman : As suggested by you following the testimony of J.  B.

Har tranft, Jr., at  the hearing on H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608, we provide the 
following information on the source of figures used in the statem ent of the 
Aircraft Owners and Pilots  Association.

The comparison of 1954 and 1959 FAA tower count figures appearing on page
4, was compiled by AOPA from the annually  published Traffic Activity report 
of the Federal Aviation Agency.

The figures on page 5, summarizing the numl>er of airpor ts and the dollars 
involved in the Federal-aid airport programs for a 5-year period, were pro
vided by the FAA’s Airports Division at the request of AOPA.

The comparison of aviation activity  at seven cities picked at random, used 
as an illustra tion on page 8, involves official figures taken from these sources— 
(Population) 1960 census figures; (Ai rcraft  operations) 1960 FAA Air Traffic 
Activity report; (Air carr ier passengers in and out ) 1960 FAA Air Commerce 
Traffic Patte rn report for scheduled carri ers (gener al aviation people in and 
out ) ; a 1960 AOPA estimat e using official FAA operations figures and load ligures 
voluntarily provided by a few airports for both itinerant and local flights.

We are very hopeful tha t your committee will do whatever may be necessary 
to get action by the Bureau of the Census in gatherin g data  for a regular 5- 
year  report on transp ortat ion by general aviation airc raf t at all public-use 
airports where no FAA control tower is installed. Some official stati stics  are 
needed badly in this a rea of aviation’s growth.

Very sincerely,
C. C. Thompson.

Mr. Friedel. Now we have the pleasure of letting  Congressman 
Utt of California introduce  our next witness.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES B. UTT, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. Utt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman,  and members of the subcom
mittee, I  s imply wanted to present to you Mr. William, Phil lips,  who 
is a member of the board of supervisors of my county, Orange 
County, Calif.

He also is appearing  on behalf of the National Association of 
County Officials, as well as on the Regional Airports Study Com
mittee, of which he is chairman.

This committee comprises the five or six southern counties of Cali
fornia—Los Angeles, Ventura, Orange County, San Diego, Riverside, 
and San Bernardino Counties, in which there  is a population  of about 
7 million people.
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Mr. Phil lips  has worked in the field of regional planning for  air 
ports and other problems in a very actively growing section, and I 
do want to recommend to you what Mr. Phi llips has to say.

Mr. F riedel. We are very glad  to hear  f rom you, Mr. Utt.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM  J. PHILL IPS , COUNTY SUPERVISOR,
ORANGE COUNTY, CALIF., PERM ANENT CHAIRMAN, SOUTHERN
CALIFORNIA REGIONAL AIRPORT STUDY COMMITTEE

Mr. Phillips. Thank you very much, Congressman Utt,  for your 
introduction.

My statement will be very brief, Mr. Chairman, and I  should like to 
read it  to you.

Mr. Chairman and members of the  committee, my name is William 
J.  Phillips and I am a member of  the Board  of Supervisors, Orange 
County, Calif., a county of 800,000 population located between San 
Diego and Los Angeles Counties, Calif.

I am also permanent  chairman of the nine-county Southern Cali
fornia Regional Airpor t Study Committee; a di rector  of  the County 
Supervisors’ Association of California  and a member of its aviation 
committee.

I appear before you today in behalf of the National  Association of 
County Officials, of which I  am also a member, and the Southern Cali
fornia Regional Airpor t Study  Committee. The National Associa
tion of County Officials represents more than 9,000 county officials in 
more than 3,000  counties in the United States. In addition, we have 
affil i ated associations in 44 of the States.

The National Association of County Officials’ policy statement on 
Federal funds f or airport construction and maintenance is as fo llows:

1-2. F ederal  F unds  for Airport Cons tru ction  and  Maint en an ce

Increasingly, county  governments are assuming responsibi lities  for  air po rt 
construction  and  main tenance. These  a irp ort s often serve inter sta te tra ve l and 
mi lita ry needs and  are  qui te beyond the  abi lity  of local communities to finance 
and  maintain.  We believe in the principle  of Feder al ass istance  for those ai r
ports  located on the  nat ional air po rt plan which serve an inter sta te are a and  a 
nat ional defense  purpose.  We fav or larger app rop ria tions for smal ler air po rts  
and expanded coverage of the  general aviatio n air po rt system. We strongly  
fav or cont inua tion of Federal  assi stance as specified in the  F ederal Airpor t Act 
as amended, and cont inua tion of this program past its 1961 expiration date , 
toge ther  with  the  provis ion of sutficient app ropriat ions to make the ac t effective.

Due to thei r current and future requirements, there is lit tle doubt 
tha t virtually all new airports  will be constructed in areas where 
counties now bear the local governmental responsibility. Some of 
these will be built and maintained by counties, however, all will have a 
very direct effect on the county government.

In  my own State of Californ ia, approximate ly one-third of a ll the 
airports  tha t are presently under the national airport plan are either 
owned an d/o r operated by the county. As you can see we are vitally 
concerned with the legislation you are presently  considering.

We subscribe to  a statement made by the chairman of th is subcom
mittee earlier in the hearings. In essence, he remarked tha t the local 
and State governments must  take the  in itiat ive in the development of
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thei r own airp ort facilities. However, we must have the  direction 
and assistance of the Federa l Government to coordinate ou r activities 
with that of a planned national program.

In my own area the airp ort problem is the widening  gap between 
available airpor t facilities  and those needed to accommodate the 
growing demand for aviation services.

As the unsatisfied demand for services grows there is an inverse de
crease in the actual safety factor. As demonstrated by my own 
county and the eight surrounding counties, local government is taking 
the initia tive in many instances in solving these problems, yet we do 
need Federal  assistance i f we are to meet not  only our present needs 
but those we foresee 20 years in the future.

We therefore request tha t favorable  consideration be given to the 
enactment of the legislation embodied in H.R. 6580 and H.R. 6608.

The timelag between the decision to develop an additional airp ort 
facility and its availab ility for service is considerable. Where an 
airp ort has qualified fo r Federal assistance under the national airp ort 
plan, the facili ties to be constructed of ten are  more extensive than th at 
which would or could be undertaken by the local government alone.

This is because the local county or city could not afford to do such 
a needed project  without  financial assistance. To adequately and 
properly finance thei r share of the program the local governments 
need an element of predictability that  thei r partner;  that  is, the 
Federa l Government, will be with them to the completion of the 
project.

Naturally,  this is an assuance the Federa l Government also needs. 
Perhaps the contrac t authorization provision of  the bill is not the  only 
way in which such assurance can be obtained. However, we would 
request tha t consideration be given to a possible solution of this 
problem.

We would particularly endorse section 2(c) provid ing for special 
authorization for general aviation  airports .

I would like to present for the committee file several studies and 
programs illustra ting  tha t many counties are making grea t efforts 
to solve thei r local and regional aviation problems. This  will nat 
urally  result in enabling us to meet our responsibilities to the  national 
program.

Auth ority  and responsibil ity for aviation and airports  are divided 
among numerous individuals and organizations. From an adminis
trative point  of view, flight is the responsibility of the individual  
carri er o r a ircraf t operator. Air traffic control is under the jurisd ic
tion of the Federal Government.

Air por t planning, construction, and adminis tration are primarily 
matters of county, city, or priva te concern, although Federal stand
ards and financing may be involved. Airpor t access involves Fed 
eral, State, county, and city authorities. The pr incipal  form of access 
is by priva te automobile over roads controlled prim arily  by local 
and State agencies.

As you can see, planning  to meet airpo rt faci lity, access, and financial 
requirements are extremely difficult and we encourage and command 
the Federal Government for the pa rt they have played in the past 
and tha t we are certain they will continue to play.
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I appreciate the oppor tunity  of appearing before this committee 
and 1 would be happy to attempt to answer any questions you may 
have, now or at the conclusion of the hearings.

I might  just  comment, in speaking of access, gentlemen, we have 
this study which you have before you, I  believe, which was made by 
the Stam ford  Research Inst itute , and also by the regional airport 
study committee. This study is being financed by tw’o nonprofit 
foundations,  and will cost, in the eventual development which we are 
already on at the present time, some $200,000 for our nine-county area.

In this, we shall a ttempt to predict and carry as many of the prob
lems as we can as they apply to freeways, mass rapid  transit, heli
copters, and  so forth, to give us a general overall plan. We do have a 
report which we began with most of these, which is entitled “Orange 
County, Its  Economic Growth, 1940-80’’ by the Stamford Research 
Inst itute , which was prepared for my board of supervisors.

This predicts a popula tion of 2 ^  million people for this county by 
1980. In 1950 we only had 216,000 population. According to the 
lates t populat ion figures, we now have roughly 800,000. So it is pre tty 
obvious tha t to keep up with this growth,  land is being consumed in 
a hurry and a irport sites are becoming much more dear in their  costs.

The same thing prevails for all of California . I would like to sub
mit for the record, for the committee’s consideration, the study pre
pared by the Lockheed Airpor t Association, the planning study of 
airpo rts, airways, and support facilities, and our own airport concept.

I also submit our original county progress report, which documents 
the growth figures.

It  is quite significant th at at the present time in our area, we have 
one a irplane for each thousand population. This is tied down and 
registered in th at pa rticu lar area.

This would mean, say, 800 airplanes in Orange County. But by 
the year 1980, we shall have 2,500 airc raft . At the present time we 
have roughly 425,000 flight movements a year from our two major 
airports tha t we have. They are both general types of airports, 
Fulle rton and Orange County Airports. Therefore, we can predict, 
more or less, or anticipate tha t by 1980, in my own county, you could 
see somewhere around 2 million flight movements, takeoffs and 
landings.

This same thing  applies to all of the  counties in all these part icular 
areas.

Do von have any questions ?
Mr. Friedel. Thank you, Mr. Phill ips.
Do you have any questions, Mr. Collier?
Mr. Collier. No question. I would just  like to compliment Mr. 

Phill ips on the very excellent statement and very comprehensive evalu
ation as it  applies to county and local governments.

Mr. P iiilltps. Thank  you very much.
I would like to say one thing on this.  I  shall leave a copy of the 

foundation letters on these par ticu lar fund-providing concepts for 
this study. They do illustra te very carefully the type of people that  
are working together on it.

We have most of the bankers, the pres ident of the Bank of America, 
the California Bank,  the chairmen of the board of both of those banks, 
the Security Fir st National, Leonard Firestone, Charles Ducommun,
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and many people from all walks of life;  Rabbi Magnin, Cardinal 
McIntyre, and so on; also J.  L. Atwood. So it is an overall move 
from all nine counties, which will be completely put together and 
worked out w ith our mutual problems of highways and the highways 
in the sky.

Mr. Friedel. Are there any questions, Mr. Nelsen ?
Mr. Nelsen. No questions, thank you.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Jarman ?
Mr. Jarman. No, sir.
Mr. F riedel. Mr. Ph illips,  we shall keep these in our files. We will 

not insert them in the record, but we shall keep them for our per
manent file for fu ture reference.

I would like to say thank you for your presentation.
Mr. P hillips. Thank you, sir.
(Mr. Phi llips’ accompanying documents are as follows:)

T h e  J o h n  R an dolp h  H a yn es  an d D ora H ayn es  F oundatio n ,
Lon Angeles, Calif., Ap ril 28, 1961.

H o n . W il l ia m  J .  P h il l ip s .
Superv isor, Board of Supervisors ,
County of Orange, Santa Ana , Cali f.

D ear Sup er vi so r P h i l l i p s : I appreciate your letter  of April 11 describing the 
activities of the regional airport study committee, and transmitting a copy of 
a proposal for research, dated April 4, 1961, submitted by Stanford Research 
Instit ute on southern California airport requirements.

This lette r will serve to notify you officially tha t the trustees of the Haynes 
Foundation authorized a gran t in the amount of $55,000 for the purpose of sup
porting t ha t portion of the proposed study designated as Phase I II —Finance and 
Administration, upon the following terms and conditions:

(1 ) Such grant shall be payable only afte r all other funds necessary to 
complete the total project have been received by Stanford Research Inst i
tute.

(2 ) The project  shall conform to the methods, specifications, and outline 
set forth in said proposal dated April 4,1 961.

(3 ) The costs of the total project shall fall within the range set for th 
in said proposal.

(4 ) The grant shall be paid directly to the Stanford Research Inst itute 
when the Haynes Foundation receives assurance tha t all funds, other than 
the Haynes Foundation grant, necessary to complete the project  have been 
received by Stanford Research Institu te.

It was indeed encouraging to learn from your letter of the enthusiasm and 
dedication which have been manifested by the  par ticipa nts in th is activity. 

Sincerely,
F r a n c is  H. L in dley , P resid en t,

So uthern  Ca li fo rn ia  I mpr ov em en t F oun dati on ,
Los Angeles, Calif., M ay 5,1961,

H o n . W il l ia m  J .  P h il l ip s ,
Chairman, Regional Airp ort Study Commit tee,
Orange County Board of  Superv isors ,
Santa  Ana, Calif.

D ear  Mr. P h il l ip s  : This is an official reply to your lette r of April 11, although 
Lyman Johnson has been in touch with you from time to time.

Shortly after your lette r was received, we held a meeting of our executive 
committee to consider your request for assistance in financing an aviation sur
vey to be conducted by Stanford Research Inst itute . Because of its importance, 
we referred the request to a special committee composed of Charles Detoy, 
W. Herbert Allen and, W. W. Shepherd, all members of our executive com
mittee. These men, as you know, are well known in the field of aviatio n and 
general business.

Attached is a copy of their  unanimous recommendation which has also been 
approved by our executive committee. If this procedure meets with the ap-
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proval of the regional airport study committee, we will take immediate steps 
as outlined in the  report.

We ar e offering our assistance in this aviation survey with the understanding 
th at the Haynes Foundation has authorized a grant in the amount of $55,000 
to be paid only af ter  all other funds, to complete the  project, have been received 
by Stanford Research Instit ute. We are  also in accord with the other pro
visions covering the Haynes Foundation gra nt as set forth  in their  lett er signed 
by Frances H. Lindley, president, on April 28.

Assuming tha t our preliminary efforts are  successful, we will then proceed 
with the active fundraising . There will, of course, be minor details which I 
am sure can be worked out between us, inasmuch as we are all working for 
a common objective.

Looking forward to your reply, I am 
Sincerely,

Ben Frees, M.D., President.
Sou th ern Cal ifo rn ia  I mprove men t F oundation,

April 28, 1961.
Report to : Executive Committee of Southern California Improvement Founda

tion.
From: Aviation Survey Subcommittee; Charles Detoy, W. Herber t Allen, W. W. 

Shepherd.
As requested by the executive committee in their  meeting of Frida y April 21, 

a luncheon meeting was held on Thursday, April 27, at which time all members 
were present. Dr. Ben Frees, president of the Improvement Foundation was 
also present. Careful consideration was given to the request from the Regional 
Airport Study Committee for financing an aviation  survey to be made by Stan
ford Research Institu te, estimated to cost approximately $200,(XX).

The committee is in full accord with the value and importance of the pro
posed survey and is unanimous in its opinion tha t particip ating in it would 
be a proper project of the Improvement Foundation. It is the opinion of the 
committee th at before actually  beginning a  campaign for funds tha t the regional 
airpo rt study committee and the Improvement foundation should take  a few 
weeks to determine the probable reaction to the campaign from leaders in the 
fields of air cra ft manufacturing, air  transport, general aviation and other busi
ness and industry . The atti tude of the various governmental and community 
groups throughou t southern California should also be ascertained. It  was felt 
tha t to prepa re a proper base for the raising  of funds, the full cooperation of 
the regional airpo rt study committee is essential in organizing meetings, estab
lishing quotas and in sett ing up preliminary committees.

It. is estimated tha t sufficient information can be obtained between now and 
June  30 to enable both groups to decide by July  1 if it is feasible and practica l 
to undertake a vigorous campaign for the financing of the aviation survey by 
Stanford  Research. It  is understood tha t the Haynes Foundat ion will contribute  
approximately $55,000 to be made available when the other funds have been 
secured.

If  the regional airport study committee concurs with this plan, it is the 
recommendation of this committee tha t the improvement foundation appropriate 
not to exceed $5,000 to defray the costs of preliminary steps. Expenses between 
now and June 30 would include professional services of Lyman Johnson and 
John French, necessary secretar ial help and miscellaneous expenses in connec
tion with numerous small meetings throughout the area  at which time the im
portance of the survey would be presented to community and business leaders.

If  the results of these preliminary efforts are  encouraging and the re are indica
tions tha t the necessary funds can be raised before the end of the year, it is our 
recommendation tha t the foundation then offer its assistance  to the regional air
port study committee along the lines outlined at  a meeing held between Lyman 
Johnson, John French, Supervisor William Phillips  and Lee Launer on April 20.

Respectfully submitted.
Charles  Detoy.
W. Herbert Allen. 
W. W. Shepherd.
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Mr. F riedel. We shall hear now from Mr. Mart in Matich, presi
dent of the Matich Corp., of Colton, Calif.

STA TEM ENT  OF MA RT IN MATICH, PR ES IDEN T, MA TIC H CORP.,
COLTON, CALIF., IN  BE HA LF  OF TH E ASSOCIATED GENERAL CON

TRACTORS OF AMERICA,  INC.

Mr. Matich. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, my 
name is Martin Matich, and I am president of the Matich Corp., Col
ton, Calif. Our firm engages in airpor t and highway construction 
in California and Arizona.

I appear before you today as a representative of more than 7,400 of 
the Nation’s leading construction contractors who are members of the 
Associated General Contractors of America. Many of these firms per
form a irport  construction under the Federal Airp ort Act. We desire 
to go on record in firm support of an orderly, continued airpor t im
provement program as provided by the bills  under consideration here.

Recent studies and statements  by spokesmen in the aviation field 
clearly poin t out the p ligh t of the Nation’s civil airports  today. These 
are supported by Federal Aviation Agency Administra tor Halaby’s 
report of Apr il 25 to the Congress, in which he said tha t 465 new 
airports should be bui lt and 2,834 existing ones improved during the 
next 5 years.

The Associated General Contractors support, in pa rticular, the pro
visions of II.R.  6580 and II.R.  6608 which increase annual Federal 
authorizations and extend the act throu gh fiscal 1966. We believe 
these measures, introduced by Congressman Harris  and Congressman 
Friedel , will provide the assistance and benefits which studies indi
cate are needed by local airport sponsors.

It  is evident to all who are familiar wi th the  technological advances 
of our expanded aviation indus try that an accelerated airport de
velopment program is needed to keep pace with these advances. Cer
tainly  the tremendous increase in the use of jet transports points up 
this critical requirement.

The measures under consideration by this  committee should do 
much to meet the need for a stronger  national policy of attention  and 
assistance to the development of adequate civil airport facilities.

It  is our firm belief tha t the proposals before you should lie enacted 
at the earliest possible date to permit the State legislatures now in 
session to pass legislation providing matching funds. Early  passage 
of this much-needed legislation will provide strong support for the 
declaration of policy the  Congress expressed in the Federa l Aviation 
Act of 1958, when it stated tha t the promotion, encouragement, and 
development of civil aeronautics is in the public interest and is one 
of the principal duties o f the A dministr ator  of the Federal Aviation 
Agency.

We respectfully  point  out, however, tha t those a irpor ts which are 
now capable  of handl ing commercial jets, or for which such service 
is contemplated, come much closer to self-sufficiency than the many 
small civil airpo rts throughout the country, and we sincerely hope 
tha t you will consider this situation most seriously.
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We are somewhat concerned, Mr. Chairman, about one aspect of 
the bills, and tha t is the fact tha t they reduce the period of avail
ability of the funds. As we read them, if the funds are not obli
gated by the end of the  fiscal year f or which they are authorized, they 
are recaptured and placed in the discretionary fund.

It may not always be possible for the local sponsors to act this 
quickly, and we respectfully suggest tha t the committee might con
sider the procedure followed in allocating Federal-aid highway funds, 
where funds are apportioned to the  Sta tes a year in advance and then 
remain available  for use by the States fo r 3 years.

Mr. Chairman, I am cochairman of the joint cooperative committee 
which the AGC maintains with  the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials, and at the 42d Annual Convention of the AGC, 
held last Februa ry in Boston, a resolution was formally adopted which 
indicates our interest  and support of legislation to continue and ex
pand the Federal Airpor t Act. The resolution reads:

A irpo rt  P rogram

In orde r to provide air po rt fac ilit ies  t ha t can adequately  service  our c oun try’s 
expanded civil avia tion indust ry in a m ann er which will promote ra ther  tha n re
tar d this  imp orta nt segment of our  economy and which will allow the safest 
prac ticab le ai rc ra ft operation  at  all public  airp ort s, the 42d Annual Convention 
of the Associated Genera l Con trac tors  of America, meeting in Boston, Mass., 
February  28 to March 2, 1961, urges  the  87th Congress to enac t legislation  ex
tending the Fed era l Airp ort Act. Legislation enacted  should set for th the  in ten t 
of Congress to establish the  Fed eral -aid  air po rt program on a cont inuing basi s 
and to encou rage local governmen tal units  to expedite improvements to needed 
airpo rt facil ities.

The economy and practical accomplishments of a continuing, or
derly, properly financed airp ort program have already, in my opinion, 
been very effectively demonstrated to you by representatives of the 
Federal  Aviation Agency and the National  Association of State  Avia 
tion Officials, and I bring to your atten tion the fact tha t cont ractors 
are equally affected by orderly planning.

Just as the  Federal Aviation Agency and the State aviation agencies 
must plan and project their programs on more than a season-to-season 
basis, so must the  contractor.

And, like the awarding agencies, the fur the r ahead the contractor 
can assess his volume of work, dist ribution o f equipment, purchase of 
materials  and utilization of personnel, the more economically he can 
operate, and the bet ter prices lie can offer.

To illu strat e t hat  point, I can say without reservation t ha t if I can, 
upon completion of a project, star t another of comparable size within 
a reasonable period of time, while I still have my equipment, per 
sonnel and sources of supply mobilized, I can submit a bid on th at job 
lower tlian the one I  must offer if  I  have lost the advantage of a mo
bilized, well-functioning organization.

Histo ry has proved tha t stop-and-go or peak-and-valley con
struction programs inevitably cost the owner—in this  case the pub
lic—substantially  more than  a continuing, orderly program.

The members of the Associated General Contractors of America take 
considerable pride in this accomplishment of the contract of construc
tion indust ry, and I would like at this  time to point out to this  com
mittee the proved advantages of th is method of construction.
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Economy, centralized responsibility and fidelity to our free enter
prise system are the base upon which the competitive bid system has 
been built, and we are of the firm opinion that  public works construc
tion by contract is today one of the  best buys the taxpayer receives for 
his money.

Today’s high degree of competition among contractors, and the 
more than  adequate capacity of the contracting indust ry to perform 
all proposed construction work, assure the public and the Congress 
of a sound investment in the proposed extension of the Federa l Ai rpo rt 
Act.

In conclusion, I should like to emphasize the importance of adequate 
and timely provision of a irports to meet the needs of the progressive 
and essential aviation industry. We again urge tha t this much-needed 
legislation be enacted as soon as possible.

Mr. Friedel. Thank you, Mr. Matich.
Mr. Jarman , do you have any questions ?
Mr. Jarman. No ; I have no questions.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Collier?
Mr. Collier. No questions.
Mr. Nelsen. I have no questions.
Mr. F riedel. We shall now hear from Mayor Stanley Davis, U.S. 

Conference of Mayors, Grand Rapids, Mich.

STATEMENT OF HON. STANLEY J. DAVIS, MAYOR OF GRAND
RAPIDS, MICH., ON BEHALF OF THE  U.S. CONFERENCE OF
MAYORS

Mayor Davis. Mr. Chairman,  members of the committee, I am 
Stanley J.  Davis, mayor of Grand Rapids, Mich. I am appearing here 
today on behalf of the U.S. Conference of Mayors to support an exten
sion of the Federal A irpo rt Act.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors has been active in the support of 
Federal-local cooperation in airport development for almost 25 years. 
In  1938, a few months a fter the Civil Aeronautics Act was passed by 
the Congress, the  conference of mayors sent a special committee to 
study civil airpo rts in Europe. This special committee, upon its 
return, published a report which was a background for the develop
ment of civil airpor ts here in the United  States.

In 1945, the conference prepared  and presented to the Congress a 
comprehensive review of “The Municipal Airp ort in the National Air
port  Program.” In  1953, the conference presented to the Congress 
the documented report,  “The Need for an Expanded National Airport 
Program.” In 1958 and in 1959 we had the honor and privilege of 
appearing before this committee and presenting a fully documented 
study on the needs in support  of the extension of the Federal airport 
program.

Mayors through out the country have watched the Federa l-aid air 
port  program develop from an unstable and halting beginning into 
a reliable supplement to local action toward the construction of a safe 
and sound national system of airports. We mayors know tha t there 
is a joint  responsibil ity in the development of this national system 
and local Government has not sh irked its responsibility.
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On the contrary , we are here today to assure you tha t we are pre
pared to move ahead and to urge that  you act to assure local sponsors 
tha t the Federa l Government will move ahead with us.

We urge a 5-year extension of the act wi th an annual Federal com
mitment of $100 million. A law with a 5-year te rm will permit  local 
government sponsors to plan ahead both in terms of financing and 
construction with the certainty required for major capita l improve
ments. The amount of the annual obligation authorization which we 
urge is th at which we believe from surveys of local plans to be nec
essary to meet the Federa l share of projec t costs.

Before turn ing  to specific items which we urge  be included in the 
committee’s consideration of H.R. 6580, I  want to present our view 
on a matter  of major importance to the continued successful operation 
of the Federa l a irpo rt program. That is the need for a firm financial 
commitment over the next 5 years.

We had some 9 years’ experience under  the Federal Airpor t Act, 
1946-55, when prio r appropria tions  were required each year before 
local governments would know the amount of Federal  funds tha t 
would be available. Local governments never knew until  late in the 
summer each year whether the full amount authorized, or half  the 
amount authorized , or any par t of the amount authorized would in 
fact be appropriated.

Based on this experience, the Congress in 1955 extended the act 
with an amendment which authorized that a definite amount be made 
available each year. The appropriate agencies of the Congress, the 
Committees on Appropriations, and the General Accounting Office, 
retained full review of the program to determine tha t there  was no 
abuse or deviation from the policies set for th by the Committee on 
Inte rsta te and Foreign Commerce and the Congress.

In 1959 the Congress, afte r a full  study of the operation of the 
act, continued the contract authority method of Federal-local coopera
tion for the construction of a national system of airports .

We know tha t these decisions by Congress in 1955 and 1959 were 
most he lpful in our efforts and we urge  tha t you continue this tried 
and proven method. We are pleased to note tha t H.R. 6580 would 
continue this method of financing which has worked so well.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors fur the r endorses the provision 
of H.R. 6580 but would suggest for  your consideration amendments 
which we feel will improve the operation of the program. Under  
the present law, cocktail lounges, bars, and other specifically men
tioned items are excluded from project costs in determin ing Federal 
participa tion and we agree with  this prohibition.

The Federal Aviation Agency has  adminis tered the  law to give first 
prio rity  to safety items. The Adm inist rator also has the discretion 
under th e law to assure equity to those  communities who have on their 
own moved ahead with runways and other nonbuilding safety items 
to the exclusion of terminal area improvements.

We would suggest tha t this discretion be continued in the hands 
of the Admin istrator. We fear that the  way H.R. 6580 is now written, 
all termina l area construction, even perhaps safety items, would be 
excluded from project costs.

We would endorse the proposal which others have suggested tha t 
the Federal Government supply 100 percent of the funds for housing
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traffic  con trol, weath er,  com munica tion s, an d othe r Fe de ra l Go vern
ment service fun ctions, an d 100 pe rce nt of  f un ds  fo r procurem ent and 
insta lla tio n of  land  an d devices needed  fo r special  sa fe ty  aid s and 
oth er req uir em ents conside red  essent ial  by the Adm in ist ra to r.

We  would  urge  that  th is money not  be take n o ut of  the a utho riz at ion 
fo r the  Fe de ra l-a id  ai rp or t prog ram bu t be provide d sep ara tely.

On be ha lf of  the local  sponsors, we most res pectf ull y req uest th at  
the law req uir e an ann ounce ment of  th e allo cat ion s fo r the ne xt  fiscal 
ye ar  by the preced ing  Jan uar y 1. Th is  doe sn’t cost  th e Fe de ra l Gov
ernment money and it  provide s necessary  inform at ion fo r loca l 
sponso rs’ arr angeme nts .

May we suggest  one othe r amendm ent  to the  pend ing  bil l. That  
is, an au thor izat ion fo r the  inclusion by the Adm in is trator  of  the  
cost fo r work in place in those costs elig ible fo r Fe de ral pa rti cipa tio n 
if  the  w ork  w as done  in con formance  wi th  an  agree d-u pon pl an  with  
advance ap prov al  of the FA A, an d where  such  work was un de rta ke n 
pr io r to the fina l execut ion of  the  gra nt agreem ent .

Th is would  corre ct the  dile mm a fac ed by local ai rp or t sponso rs 
un de r presen t arr angeme nts . For ins tance,  if  the  local sponsor  has  
the fund s to  move ahead wi th a pl an  which  has  been agree d on by 
the FA A, bu t where fina l execut ion of  the gra nt agreem ent  betw een 
the FA A an d the local spo nso r ha s been delaye d, begin nin g wo rk mu st 
be postpon ed or  Fed eral  a id fo r th e w ork  done  fo rsworn .

Un de r the amendm ent we wou ld suggest  the  local sponsor  cou ld 
go ahead wi th  his  work wi th 100 perc en t of  his  own funds an d when 
the gra nt agree me nt is executed, his  costs  wou ld be tak en in to  con
sid era tio n in  de ter mining  the  level of  Fe de ra l pa rti cipa tio n.  Th is 
wou ld no t in any way  p ermit the FA A  o r the local  spo nso r to proc eed  
so as to circumv ent t he  neces sity  of  a  final co ntract  m eet ing  a ll of  the 
cr ite ria  of  pre sent laws an d r egula tions.

Th is conc ludes my prep ared  sta tem en t on be ha lf of the  U.S . Con
ference of  M ayo rs an d I  w ould  like  to  p roceed  now to discuss the a ir 
po rt  development  s itu at ion as I  k now  i t in  m y com munity .

F ir st  o f a ll, I  wa nt  to  t ha nk  t he  cha irm an  an d the individu al  mem
ber s of the  com mit tee fo r be ing  so gra cio us  as to ex ten d to us in  the  
ou tla nds of  Mich iga n the invi ta tio n to come dow n here an d testi fy  
before  you.  We  are ve ry  ha pp y to  have an occasion to  vi si t W as h
ing ton .

I  wo uld very much like t o b ra g up  our  co mm unity  a  l itt le  bi t. You 
know, we have been  sele cted  by Look m aga zine in  the N ati onal Mu nic i
pa l Assoc iation as an all -Ame rican  city, an d we are  no t her e loo kin g 
fo r any  kind  of  a handou t. Our  people,  by a 3-to-l  m ajor ity  have 
appro ved an  ai rp or t bu ild ing prog ram which  is go ing  to  cost $7 
mil lion . Of thes e fund s $4.25 mi llio n are go ing  to be ap pr op riat ed  
locally  and by the  Sta te.

I t  is go ing  to  cost t he  pe ople o f ou r c ity  of  G rand  R ap ids an d Ken t 
County $4.25 mil lion . Th e only th in g th a t we are  here fo r is fo r 
the am ount necessa ry fo r us to  spe nd to  bu ild  th is  ai rp ort  up  to  
Fe de ral requirement s.

These reg ulat ions  of  the  Fe de ra l Go vernme nt cost  us money. We  
wou ld like  to  h ave he lp on a prog ram by which  we c an pl an  ahead  at  
lea st 5 ye ars  a nd  make  o ur  a irport  as fine an  a irpo rt  as the re  is in th e 
cou ntry.
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The airport need in Michigan is possibly a lot grea ter than it is in 
most States. Michigan is peninsular . Our rail service has almost dis
appeared. The last depot th at we had in Grand Rapids for passenger 
service was built a few weeks ago and it was built to be turned into an 
office facil ity in 1968.

So af ter  1968, we shall be without passenger service to the cities of 
Detro it and Chicago. Airp orts  are  going to have to take the load of 
passenger traffic, and we are most concerned tha t we have the neces
sary aid from the Federal Government in addition to what our own 
citizens will provide.

We would like it in an orderly  manner. We would like to have 
something that we can plan  on fo r at  least the next 5 years. I wish to 
thank you again for the pr ivilege of appear ing here.

Mr. Friedel. Thank  you.
Mr. Jarman, any questions ?
Mr. J arman. I have no questions.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Collier?
Mr. Collier. Just one question, in addition to complimenting you on 

your fine statement, Mayor Davis.
On page 2 of your testimony, there is a statement:
We feel th at  the way H.R. 6580 is  now wri tten, all term inal  are a construct ion, 

even perhaps safe ty items, would be excluded  from project costs.
I have read ra ther carefully  this proposed legislation, and may I  ask 

in what specific area does th is field develop, or in what part icular 
section ?

Mayor Davis. I have counsel here from the conference. I wish he 
would help me out.

Mr. Gunther. The proposal spells out in some detail what is now 
in the regulations of the FAA  Administrator, and as we have talked 
this over, we have some questions as to whether the fingers, for ex
ample, which are really corrido rs out to where you get on to the jet, 
basically they are safety items, not waiting rooms; whether those 
would be included in it. Present ly, the Administ rator  can include 
those. Whether he could if this were wri tten in would be a question.

We are not certain what the answer is. The chairman of the com
mittee asked the Administ rator  about tha t when he was in on the 
opening day of the hearing, and i t was indicated there th at something 
certainly could be worked out to make certain tha t blast shields could 
be built.

Air. Collier. Does, then, the association propose to subsequently 
offer an amendment or clari fying language tha t would foreclose what 
is currently  a problem here ?

Air. Gunther. Yes; we would be very pleased to do that. We have 
language drafted. All the organizations in the public sector o f the 
airport program, Sta te and local, have agreed on a proposal we would 
like to suggest for that purpose as well.

Mr. Friedel. Any questions, Mr. Nelsen ?
Mr. Nelsen. No questions, except to welcome our witness to Wash

ington. Coming from Minnesota I  certainly appreciate your compli
ment dealing  with our sister State of Michigan. I have been there, 
and it is a beautiful State.
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You have the righ t to boast, and we are happy to welcome you to 
Washington.

Thank you.
Mayor Davis. Thank you very much.
Mr. Friedel. Mr. Har ris, do you have any questions ?
Mr. H arris. Mayor Davis, I would refer to your s tatement, which 

occurs, I think, on page 2:
We feel th at  the  way H.R. 6580 is now wri tten , all terminal are a construc

tion, even perhaps safe ty items, would be excluded  from project costs.

As I recall, the hill would provide that the Administrator may allo
cate funds to 100 percent cost in connection with tha t part of the 
terminal building, or separate facilities if they so desire, for such 
items as control towers, communications systems, and housing for 
weather-reporting activities.

Mr. Guntiier. Mr. Chairman, tha t is a similar question to Mr. Col
lier’s, and the problem we found in reading the bill, it writes into the 
law, in effect, what is now a regulation or—in the regulation of the 
FAA Administ rator.

We want to make certain that  the provision in section 7(b) 1 does 
not mean that a linger which, in effect, is a wall to protect the pas
sengers from the blast from the jet, could be included if the Admin
istrato r wanted to. I think he could do it under this language.

If that is true, then we do not think there has to la* an amendment.
Mr. Harris. Are you talking about passenger automobile parking 

facilities?
Mr. Gunther. No: item 2 itself, the next item.
Mr. Harris. Well, the cost of construction of any part of an air 

port building except such of those buildings or parts of buildings 
intended to house facilities or activities directly related to the safety 
of persons at the airport—is that what you mean ?

Mr. Gunther. Yes. If  that could include the blast fences, then 
we have no quarrel with the language at all. We just want to call 
attention to that .

Mr. Harris. 1 have been consulted about it by both the people in 
the Federal Aviation Agency and those with the Bureau of the 
Budget, as well as some of the staff at the White House regarding  
this program, and the intention is to jiermit the use of Federal funds 
for housing facilit ies fo r towers, communications, and weather report
ing. If  it were to be separate facilities, why, then, of course, it would 
be separate from the terminal building. If they were to be housed 
within the terminal building, why, then, it would go to that  paid of 
the cost.

Mr. Gunther. Well, I mentioned ea rlier  that on the first day of the 
hearing, the Administ rator  had indicated that  he intended to include 
these things, but we wanted to make cer tain that crash equipment, for 
example, has to be housed. That would relate to safety, certainly.

Then these faces and the finger walls have to be quite thick. They 
are just corridors out to the airc raft , as a matter of fact, now.

Mr. Harris. Very well, thank you.
Mr. F riedel. Now we have Gen. Joseph P. Adams, executive direc

tor and general counsel, Association of Local Transpo rt Airlines.

70570—61 10
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STA TEM ENT  OF JOS EPH P. ADAMS, EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR AND
GEN ERA L COUNSEL, ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL TRANSPO RT A IR 
LIN ES

Mr. Harris. I wuld like, if 1 might interrupt here to join the 
chairman and the other members of the subcommittee in extending 
a welcome to General Adams back to the committee. I recall with 
pleasure his frequent appearances before this committee when lie 
served very ably on the Civil Aeronautics Board, and the various 
instances since that time.

Mr. Adams. Thank you, Mr. Har ris.  This is certainly a splendid 
committee to appear  before, and I am happy to do so.

If  my statement might be included in the record, Mr. Chairman, I 
shall just read from it briefly to accommodate your morning time 
schedule.

Mr. F iuedel. Thank you very much. The statement will be so 
included.

Mr. Adams. May we turn to page 2?
In previous testimony before th is committee in support of Federal 

Airport Acts, similar to the present legislation, statements concern
ing the future  fleet modernization of the member carriers has been 
described.

Today it is a fact that without except ion, every member carr ier has 
either completed its first postwar fleet modernization, completed the 
first step in acquisition of postwar ai rcraft and operating with a mixed 
fleet or  has fixed commitments for the purchase and delivery of such 
aircraft durin g the balance of this year. Two member carrie rs of 
the association, Bonanza Air  Lines and Aloha Airlines, are today 
the only all-turbine powered carr ier operators in the world.

Now, Mi\ Chairman, 1 shall proceed to give you several examples 
from specific carrie rs denoting our interest in this legislation.

Firs t, Piedmont Airlines:  Piedmont Airlines, with headquarters at 
Smith Reynolds Airport, Winston-Salem, N.C., serves 34 cities in 7 
States ami the District of Columbia.

The following Piedmont cities are receiving service via postwar 
aircraft by restric ting weight and passenger loads:

Hickory, N.C.—using the best runway at Hickory the F-27  is re 
stricted  on takeoff at tempera ture above 25° F. For each degree 
Fahrenheit above 25° weight must be reduced 32 pounds. At 70° F. 
they lose 1,500 pounds on takeoff under a favorable wind condition.

Lynchburg, Va.—the above also applies.
The statement lists seven cities where they are presently limited.
Piedmont serves many cities where the airport has one good run 

way for takoff; however, when it is necessary to use another runway, 
due to wind, takeoff weight must be reduced to comply with the re
striction of the  shor ter runway.

In Lexington, Ky., on .June 24, I960, the passenger load was re 
stricted to 31 passengers out of Louisville, Ky., on origination and 
out of Lexington also due to limitations imposed on landing and 
takeoff (runway length).

T should add that 31 passengers is of a 42 passenger capacity.
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At Parkersburg, AV. Va., on October 19, 1960, it was necessary to 
remove four passengers due to limitations imposed on takeoff (run
way length ).

Then the statement lists an example of what we consider a minimum 
operation for this type of local service.

Southern Airways, Inc ., with general offices at the Atlanta Airport, 
Atlanta , Ga., serve 52 cities in an 8-State southern area.

Then the statement lists 13 cities on Southern's route where they 
are presently restric ted to I 3 type aircraf t.

Then let us skip up to the Reeve Aleutian Airways, Inc. , with head
quarters  at Anchorage, Alaska, which serves the Alaska Peninsula, 
the Aleutians, Shumagin, and the Pribilof Islands, Alaska.

The statement a number of towns and cities where they are re
stricted, even to ( ’-46 cargo aircra ft at the present time. Aloha Ai r
lines, with headquarters in Honolulu, Hawaii, serves the Hawaiian 
Islands.

Now, in this case, I have copied some intercompany messages that 
indicate that on such and such a flight, so many passengers were un
able to board because of weight rest net ions.

Next, Bonanza Airlines, with headquarters in Las Vegas, Nev., 
sen es 24 cities in 4 States.

Here again, 1 list a specific city and indicate the restrict ions and 
indicate the  effect that this restriction is having on economic opera
tions. And, Mr. Chairman, that is our concern and your commit
tee’s concern, because to the extent that the operations of these subsi
dized carrie rs are uneconomical, why, the subsidy is increased in tha t 
amount. That is one of our concerns. Of course, the public inte r
est and the public convenience and necessity are more significant.

The Association of Local Transport Airlines is pa rticularly grati 
fied to note the inclusion in the legislation now under discussion of 
Government assistance for landing aids and additional flight safety.

In this case, we list several of the factors that we consider important 
in tha t field.

In conclusion then, it is the opinion of the members of this  associa
tion that passage of II.R. 6580, II.R. 6608, and related bills, is in 
the public interest in the broadest political, social, and economic 
sense.

Further, it is a necessary legislative step to insure that  the en
couragement and development of an air transportation  system prop
erly adapted  to the present and future needs of the foreign and do
mestic commerce of the United States, of  the postal service and of the 
national and civil defense cont inue unabated.

Mr. Chairman,  if I may in 1 minute, re fer to an additional carri er 
whose facts did not reach me in time for inclusion. But North Cen
tral  Airlines, Inc., serves 61 cities in 9 States, and they have an office 
at. Twin Cities—Minneapolis-St. Paul—Airpor t. In the case of this 
carrie r they are operat ing a mixed fleet of DC-3's and postwar  air 
craft of the Convair  type.

They have 15) cities certificated on their  present system, where they 
presently are restricted to DC-3 type airc raft . Of those, three cities 
are presently extending airpo rt facilities—Ironwood, Mich., Kalama
zoo, and Menominee, Mich. I just wanted to add that car rier  be
cause of its significant operat ions in a nine-State area.
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The op po rtun ity  to have appeare d befo re thi s committ ee, Mr. 
Ch air man , is ap pre cia ted  no t only by myself  bu t by the ma nage
ments  of t he  17 carr ier s o f our  assoc iation.

Th ank you.
Mr. F riedel. I wa nt  to than k you , Mr . Ada ms,  fo r a very fine 

sta tem ent. I  hope th at  befor e the House  adjou rns, th is bill will be 
ado pted.

Air. Adams. Th an k you.
Mr. J arman. Mr. Ch air ma n ?
Mr. F riedel. Mr. J ar m an .
Mr. J arman. Gen era l Adams, in yo ur  own opinion, is the  5-yea r 

co ntract  a uth or izat ion pe riod e ssen tial  to  the d evelopm ent prog ram of  
the a irpo rts across  the  cou ntr y ?

Mr.  Adams. We ll, Con gressm an Ja rm an , I believe th at  can be be t
te r answered by the  civic  rep res entat ive s th at have appeare d before  
you.

In  my capaci ty,  I  do not  have the  re sponsib ili ty for e ng ag ing  in the  
contracti ng  or con struct ion  of  thes e fields. So I believe I am not  
the  best w itness  fo r you on t ha t.

Air. J arman. I thou gh t p erha ps  in yo ur  contacts  with the citi es and  
with  th e general  p roblem, you migh t ha ve a pos ition .

Mr. Adams. We ll, I can assu re you  th at  I believe the citi es un iver 
sal ly feel th at  they need a lon ger  period th an  a year- to- year ap pr op ri a
tion , yes, s ir.

Air. J arman . Th an k you very much, sir .
Air. Adams. Th an k you .
Ah-. J arman . Th an k you, Air. Ch air ma n.
Air. F rif.del. Air. Coll ier ?
Air. Collier. No questions.
Bu t I notice, General, in your  impos ing  sta tem ent , you indica ted  

(h at  th is leg islation  was in the  in terest of politi cal , social, and eco
nomic, et cete ra. I am a lit tle  cur iou s about th is  politi cal  int ere st 
th at  you m ention.

Air. Adams. Well , political  is me ant, in th is  sense, in the  term  of 
soc iety ; th at  is, ou r way of life.  Po lit ica l here , an in ter change  of 
the  citiz ens  of the c ountr y, th roug ho ut  the  country .

Tha t is my concept of it.
Soc ial, of  course, is ou r way of  life , and the  ai rp or t has become, in 

most c ommuniti es, a real hub of  ac tiv itie s o f all type s, inclu ding  m er
ch andis ing and social  aff airs , as a m at te r o f f act . The a irpo rt  in m any 
sma ll communities h as become, since  AVorld W ar  I I,  one of  th e ga th er 
ing  p laces, you mi gh t say , of the  social and pol itic al life  of the  com
mu nity.

I th ink it has  p rov en a t err ific  advanta ge  to all the smal l com muni
ties  th at  have an  a ctive a irp or t.

Air. Collier. Gener al, I do not object to it. In  fac t, I per son ally  
have a ce rta in  politi ca l int ere st myself . I am jus t tryi ng  to fit it in 
with t he  sta tem ent, pro bably  being a li ttl e face tious .

Th an k you,  Air. C hairm an.
Air. F riedel. Th an k you very  much.
(The  complete sta tem ent of  Mr. Adams is as f ol lows :)
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Statement of J oseph P. Adams , Executive Director and General Counsel 
of the Association of Local Transport Airlines

My name is Joseph P. Adams. I am execu tive dire ctor and general counsel 
of the Association of Local Transpo rt Airlines (AL TA)1 with  headquart ers  in 
Washington, D.C. It s membership represe nts a voluntary  nonprofit association 
whose members are pledged to improve passenge r travel, reduce subsidy, and 
strengthen  member airl ine  finances.

Specifically, I app ear  as general counsel of the Associat ion of Local T ran sport 
Airlines on whose beha lf I urge the  passage of  H.R. 6580, I I.R. 6608, and rela ted 

• bills to extend time for  making gra nts  under the Fed era l Airjjo rt Act.
I am pleased to advise  you th at  the  members of th is assoc iation at  their  q ua r

terly regional meeting held in Washington, D.C., Frid ay,  April 28, 1001, included  
the passage  of the  legislation described above as an  agenda item and considerable 
time was given to a thorough consideration of the  publ ic service impact of the 

e  legislat ion. Following a stud ied discuss ion the members of this assoc iation
unanimously voted to suppor t passage of the  legis lation and on the ir behalf ami 
by their  di rectio n I  ap pea r here today.

In  previous testim ony before thi s committee in suppor t of Federal  Airport 
Acts, similar  to the  present legislation , sta tem ent s concern ing the  fu ture  fleet 
modernizat ion of the  member car rie rs has  been described. Today it is a fac t 
tha t, without  exception, every member ca rri er  has  either completed its first 
pos twar fleet moderniza tion,  completed the  first step  in acquisition  of pos twar 
ai rc ra ft and operating with  a mixed fleet, or has fixed commitments for  the 
purchase  and delivery of such ai rc ra ft dur ing the balance of this year . Two 
member carriers  of the association,  Bonanza Air Lines and  Aloha Airlines, are  
today  the only all-tu rbine-powered carri er  ope rato rs in the world.

PIE DMONT AIRL INES

Piedmont Airlines, with  hea dquar ters at  Smith  Reynolds Airpor t, Winston- 
Salem, N.C., serves 34 cities  in 7 S tate s and the  D istr ict  of Columbia.

The following Piedm ont cities  are  receiving service via postwar  ai rc ra ft by 
res tric ting  weight and  passenger  lo ad s:

Hickory, N.C .: Using the  best runw ay at  Hickory the  F-27 is res tric ted  on 
takofif a t tem perature above 25° Fah renhei t. For  each degree Fah ren hei t above 
25°, weigh t must be reduced 32 pounds. At 70° Fahre nheit  they lose 1,500 
pounds on takeoff under a  favorab le winovr ’5-Rti©

Lynchburg, Va. : The above  also applies.
Piedmont serves many cities where  the air po rt has  one good runway for tak e

off ; however, when it is necessary to use ano the r runway, due to wind, takeoff 
weight must be reduced to comply w ith the res tric tion of the sho rter runway.

In Lexington, Ky., on Jun e 24, 1960, the passenge r load was res tric ted  to 31 
passengers out of Louisville,  Ky., on orig inat ion and  out  of  Lexington, also, due 

• to limi tations  imposed on land ing and takeoff  (runway length).
At Parkersburg, W. Va., on October 19, 1960, it was necessary to remove four 

passengers  due to lim itat ions imposed on takeof f (runway leng th).

land aids

The Association of Local Transpo rt Airlines is partic ula rly  gratified to note 
the inclusion in the  legislation  now under discuss ion of Government ass istance  
for  landing aids and add itional  fl ight sa fety.

In conclusion then, it is the  opinion of the  members of thi s assoc iation that  
passage of H.R. 6580, H.R. 6608, and  rela ted  bills, is in the  public int ere st in 
the  broadest political, social and economic sense. Fu rth er,  it  is a necessary 
legislative  step  to insu re th at  the  encouragem ent and  development  of an ai r 
transp ortation system properly ada pted to the  presen t and fut ure  needs of the 
foreig n and domestic commerce of the  United State s, of th e p osta l service a nd of 
the  natio nal and  civil defense continue unabated.

The opportunity to have appeared  before thi s committee and presen t thi s 
sta tem ent  is sincerely appreci ated  by the  member managements of thi s asso
ciation.

1  A las ka  Air lin es , In c. , Al legh en y Air lin es , Aloha  Air lin es . Bon an za  Ai r Line s, C en tr al  
Airl ines , Co rdov a Air lin es , E ll is  Air Line s, F ro n ti e r A ir lin es , La ke  C en tral  A ir lin es , 
N ort her n Con so lid ated  A ir lin es , Oza rk  A ir  Lines, Pa ci fic A ir  Line s, P ie dm on t A ir lin es , 
Reeve  Ale ut ia n Airway s,  Sou th er n Airw ay s,  W es t Coa st  A ir lin es , Wi en Alask a A ir lin es .
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Mr. F riedel. The committee will now adjourn and will meet to
morrow morning a t 10 a.m.

We have three other witnesses to hear from.
(Whereupon, at 12:02 p.m., the committee adjourned to meet (he 

next day at 10 a.m.)
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F R ID A Y , M A Y  12 , 1961

H ouse o r Representatives,
Subcommittee on T ransportation 

and Aeronautics of the  Committee 
on I nterstate and F oreign Commerce,

Washin gto n, D.G .
The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10 a.m., in room 1334, 

New House Office Building, lion. John  Bell Williams (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. Williams. The committee will come to order, please.
Our first witness thi s morning is Mr. J. I). Durand, assistant gen

eral counsel for Ai r Tran spor t Association of America.
Mr. Durand ?

STATEMENT OF J. D. DURAND. SECRETARY AND ASSISTANT GEN
ERAL COUNSEL. AIR  TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Mr. Durand. Mr. Chairman, 1 have a short statement, and I think 
it would he saving the committee's time if, instead of paraphras ing it, 
I simply read it.

Air. "Williams. All right, sir.
M r. Durand. Aly name is J . I). Durand. I am secretary and as

sistant general counsel of the Air Transpor t Association of America, 
which is composed of substant ially all of the certificated, scheduled 
airlines of the United  States. Our membership includes domestic 
trunklines, international airlines, local service airlines, all-cargo lines, 
helicopter carriers , and airlines that operate in the new States  of 
Hawaii and Alaska.

The Air  Transpor t Association welcomes the opportunity of ap
pearing today in support of II.R. 6580 and 6608, which are identical 
hills. We support these bills because they would prov ide a continua
tion of the Federal Airpor t Act on a conservative basis, and because 
they would provide a program which is designed specifically to pro
mote the safety and reliability  of operations at airports .

II .R . 0580  AND II .R . 6008  PROVIDE FOR A CONSERVATIVE FEDERAL AIRP ORT 
PROGRAM

The Federal Aviation Agency and the organizations representing 
the public airport bodies are in the best position to advise the Con
gress as to the airport, needs of this country. The surveys made by 
both of these groups indicate clearly that the level of Federal aid pro
vided for  in the pending bills, $75 million a year, is conservative and 
can be fully justified by the airpo rt needs of the country.

147
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The current national airport plan, prepared by the FAA  in com
pliance with section 3 of the Federal Airport Act, and which covers 
the 5 fiscal years included in the pending bills, indicates that improve
ments tota ling $1,082 million are needed in our national system of 
airpo rts if it is to meet the ever-increasing demands of civil aviation 
and the national defense.

In determining the adequacy of  the level of Federal aid provided 
in the pending bills, however, certain reductions must be made in this 
total. In the first place, while this total figure reflects need for air- '*
port development, past experience shows that only about 80 percent of 
this development can, because of the insufficiency of local matching 
funds, be a ttained.  Moreover, the total figure also includes the cost 
of constructing airport buildings and air traffic control towel’s. Un- •
der the pending legislation, -with relatively minor exception, ai rpor t 
buildings would no longer be eligible for Federal aid, and control 
towers will be constructed directly by the Federal Government with 
funds provided outside the Federal Airport Act.

AVI len all of these reductions are made the Federal share of con
struction costs under the national airport plan is reduced to approxi
mately $390 million. Thus, the total amount which would be pro
vided for under existing bills, $375 million, is clearly a supportable, 
conservative figure.

The level of Federal assistance provided in the bills before the com
mittee today is conservative also, when viewed in the light of a survey 
made jointly by the Airport Operators Council, the American Asso
ciation of Airport Executives, and the National Association of State 
Aviation Officials. The AOC is the national association of local pub
lic bodies which own and operate most of the principal airpo rts in 
the United States.

The AAAE is the national professional society of airp ort man
agers, and the NASAO is the national organization of State  aviation 
commissioners and directors.

The joint, study of  these three groups shows that, during the  4 fiscal 
years, 1962 through 1965, some 1,338 airports  have planned develop
ments with a total cost of $1.1 bi llion;  tha t $583 million of this cost 
will become available from local and State  sources; and th at Federal •
aid is needed for the balance, $532 million.

The scheduled airlines serve less than half  of the airpo rts involved 
in this survey—approximate ly 600 in the 48 contiguous States. How
ever, we felt  that it would be helpful to an evaluation of the  level of *
aid provided in the pending bills to have our member airlines examine 
the AOC./AAAE/NASAO survey as it relates to the a irpor ts which 
we serve. Approximately 300 of such airpo rts were included in the 
survey—substantially all of the large  airports which the airlines serve.

Through the cooperation of these th ree organizations we obtained 
the completed questionnaires dealing with these airports, and asked 
our members to review them critically and advise whether the planned 
improvements were needed in the light of airl ine requirements.

I would like to point out there, Mr. Chairman, tha t all we ask our 
members to pass on, and all they were competent to pass on, was:

Is this par ticu lar improvement needed, so fa r as airline operations 
are concerned ?
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We did not, of course, raise the question of what was needed for 
general aviation, the priva te fliers, and the  corporate airc raft.

We did not go into what was needed for milit ary use. A ir National 
Guard, the Air  Force. We are only talk ing about, airline require
ments, which is just—I will not say a keyhole view—but i t is certainly  
not the complete picture, but it  is all we are qualified to pass on.

When the responses were tabula ted, they showed that  the  indus try 
felt that, insofa r as airline  requirements are concerned, it would be 
possible to reduce the projects planned by approximately 9 percent 
of the estimated costs.

The air carr ier airports  in the survey represent over 80 percent of 
the tota l amount  of planned improvements. If  we make the arbit rary 
assumption—and it is an arbi trary assumption—tha t i t would be pos
sible to reduce the overall program by 9 percent, without doing serious 
harm to it, the result would sti ll be a requirement of Federa l assist
ance, for the 4 years in question, of approximately $480 million, or 
$120 million a year.

Even if this amount is fur the r reduced by trea ting  airport build 
ings as ineligible for Federa l assistance, there remains a need for 
Federal matching funds of approx imately $98 million a year, for 
each of the 4 years  involved. Therefore, viewed in the ligh t of this 
survey also the level of aid which would be provided under the pending 
bills is conservative.

Mr. Williams. Will you permit a question there ?
Mr. Durand. Yes, sir.
Mr. Williams. That estimate of  $98 million a year, is that related 

to only the airports  which are served by airlines }
Mr. Durand. No, sir.
Mr. Williams. You indicated t ha t you did not take into considera

tion the needs of general aviation, but in this figure I presume t ha t 
you do make an arb itra ry estimate at least as to the needs of  general 
aviation and include tha t in your overall estimate, is that correct?

Mr. Durand. Yes, sir.
I do not think  the approach tha t we used here is scientific to the nth 

degree, but what we did was take the a irports tha t we serve out of the 
total survey, and our airlines looked at those a irpor ts and said tha t, 
for our requirements, we think  the airport could get along with  9 per 
cent less than was asked for over tha t period.

Now, if  you make a similar reduction across the whole survey, you 
would still come out with a requirement of almost $100 million a 
year.

Mr. Williams. Wh at are you taking as the basis for that , the 
NASAO study ?

Mr. Durand. Yes, sir.
Mr. Williams. Now, o f this  $98 million tha t you have suggested 

that  there is a need for  each year, how much of  tna t should be chan
neled into general airpo rts and how much into regula r carr ier air 
por ts ?

Mr. Durand. I do not think  I could answer that , sir. I can say 
this:  That according to the tabulat ions which we made, the airports  
which have air carr ier service, as well as general aviation and mili tary  
service, were scheduled under the AOC/A AE/NA SAO  survey to get 
alxiut 80 percent of the total improvements, so, possibly, you could

70 57 0— 61------ 11
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take 80 percent of the $98 million. I would have to doublecheck 
that , but I  think that is right.

Mr. W illiams. That is all right . As I  understand  it,  you took the 
NAS AO survey as a basis for your estimates here ?

Mr. Durand. And scaled it down slightly.
Mr. Williams. And scaled it down ?
Mr. Durand. According to our critica l view and then arbi trari ly 

applied tha t across the board. I do not defend tha t as being anything  
but a very broad brush treatment. But I think the important th ing 
is tha t it shows th at even if you do that, the amount that is produced, •
even a fte r you take terminal buildings out, which many believe should 
not be taken out, is a figure h igher  than the proposed legislation be
fore the committee.

H.R.  6 5 80  AND  II .R . 660 8  PROVIDE A PROGRAM DESIGNED TO PROMOTE SAF E
TY AND RE LIA BILIT Y OF OPERA TIONS AT AIRPORTS

The bills before the committee today are clearly aimed at a pro
gram designed to promote the safety and reliability  of aeronautical 
operations at airports. We strongly endorse this objective.

Sections 4, 5, 6, and 7 of  the bills relate directly to the promotion 
of safety and reliability of a irport  use. Section 4 provides, in effect, 
tha t the Administrator shall not approve an airp ort project unless 
the a irport  in question eithe r is equipped with required landing aids, 
taking  in to account the category of the  a irport  and the type and vol
ume of traffic uti lizing  it, o r the airp ort operator has included in h is 
applicat ion for Federal  funds provision for the installat ion of such 
aids.

Section 5 specifies what landing aids will be required and provides 
tha t the maximum Federal share of the cost of install ing such aids 
shall lie 75 percent—rathe r than the 50-percent limitation applicable 
to other eligible airport improvements. The relationship between 
landing aids and the safety and reliab ility of aeronautical operations 
at airports  is self-evident, and we support the emphasis which this 
section places on the provision of these facilities.

Section 6 provides, in effect, tha t an airpor t operator desiring Fed
eral assistance in the development of the airpo rt, will furnish,  with- ♦
out cost to  the Federal Government, such areas of land or  such rights
in airp ort buildings as the Administ rator  may consider necessary
to enable the Federa l Government to construct control towers and
other facilities  needed for air traffic control activities, and weather *
reporting  activities and communications activities related to ai r traffic
control.

In other  words, direct construction of these facilities by the Federal 
Government is contemplated, with the airport operator furnishing  
such land or such rights in airp ort  buildings as are necessary for this 
construction. We support this provision of the legislation because we 
believe it, provides for a more efficient, use of Federa l funds than  is 
now the case.

It  will permit  the Federa l Government to construct facilities  de
signed to meet, the special needs of the services involved, and to obtain 
all the economies which uniformity in p lanning and design will p ro
duce. Furthermore, and more importan tly, it will permit the Federal
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Government to make the decision as to when such construction is 
needed, based upon the aeronautica l use of  the airport, rather  than  
par tly upon th is basis but principally  upon the ability  of the airpor t 
operator to supply matching  funds. Thus, the safe and reliable use 
of the field will be the prime consideration.

Section 7 of the pending  bills would eliminate, as an eligible p roject  
cost, the construct ion of any airp ort  building, or part thereof, except 
those buildings or par ts of buildings  intended to house facilities  or 
activities directly  related to safety of persons at the airport—such 
as crash and firefighting activities. The princ ipal effect of this 
section is to disqualify  terminal buildings as projects eligible for 
Federa l support.

This is, for all practical purposes, the situation which now exists 
under the Federa l Airpo rt Act, as amended in 1959, and as interpre ted 
in regulations of the FA A. Fo r example, in fiscal years I960 and 
1961, out of  a total available appro priat ion of $126 million, the FAA 
allocated only $471,000 for airp ort termina l building construction.

We support this emphasis on projects which contribute  to the safety 
and reliability of an airport. However, in view of  the rather stric t 
provisions contained in the present act and the stringent regulations 
which the Administ rator  has adopted, we have doubts as to whether 
there is need for the flat disqualification of terminal buildings con
tained in section 7.

Conceivably, a case could arise where an airport has provided all 
of the landing aids which the FAA  considers necessary, and needs 
assistance in constructing a terminal building. I f  the airpor t is 
located in the extreme northern portions of the bai ted States. a build
ing to provide shelter  for the users of the airport is indispensable. 
In such a case—and, admittedly, it would be an exceptional one—it 
would appea r th at the A dmin istra tor should have discretion to de ter
mine whether or not Federal assistance should be for thcoming.

Accordingly, we believe tha t the committee should consider whether 
the present provisions of the  Federal Airport Act relating to  terminal 
buildings, which were added to tha t act bv the extender act of 1959, 
should not be retained, with such amendments as are required by 
other provisions of the pending bills.

PROVISIONS OF SPACE FOR FEDERAL INSPECTION AGENCIES

Under existing statutes the various inspection agencies of the Fed 
eral Government have no a uthority to contract and pay for space in 
airp ort buildings. I am refe rring to the Bureau of Customs, the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Public Health Service, 
and the Department of Agriculture.

These agencies perform a purely governmental function, designed 
to protect the security, health, and welfare of the Nation. They offer 
no special benefit to the airport or any of its  tenants or to the t ravel
ing and shipping public. Yet, under existing law, this governmental 
function can only be performed at airports  where space and facilities 
are provided at no expense to the Federal Government.

The result is th at these costs, which are very substantial and which 
are rapidly  increasing as the special requirements of the Federa l in-
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spection agencies increase, are borne by airport tenants, principally 
by the airlines.

When the 1959 bill, which extended the Federal Airpor t Act, was 
before this committee, th is problem was considered by the committee 
and it was concluded tha t the Federal Government should pay the 
full cost of the space needed by Federa l inspection agencies. At  page 
11 of the committee’s report (Report No. 93, to accompany H.R. 1011, 
86th Cong., 1st sess.), the committee stat ed :

The committee amendment authorizes  Federal grants up to 100 percent of the 
cost of providing needed space for use for Federal agencies. This includes 
space needed for customs and immigration inspections, and other essential 
Federal activities. This will meet a need called to the atten tion of the com
mittee during the hearings by witnesses representing airport operators.

We agree tha t it should be the responsibility  of the Federa l Gov
ernment to pay for space needed by these inspection agencies.

We are informed by the representa tives of the airp ort operators 
tha t, from an a irpo rt planning point of  view, a more practical way of 
accomplishing the result would be to authorize the various inspec
tion agencies to contract with the airp ort operator for  space needed 
and to pay for t ha t space. Congress has already given such authority 
to the Post Office with respect to airmail  field post offices.

If  simi lar au thori ty is given to the Federal inspection agencies, a ir
port operators  will be in a position to undertake whatever construc
tion is needed to  provide space for those agencies and then lease it 
to them at rentals  which will amortize the cost. In  this way these 
agencies will lie able to obtain adequate space, constructed to meet 
their special needs.

We support legislation which would grant this authority  to the 
Federal inspection agencies. From a legislative viewpoint, it prob
ably would be more desirable to include this grant of authority  by 
amendment to the Federa l Aviation Act, rather than  an amendment 
to the Federal A irpo rt Act, since the latt er act  has a termination date.

There is attached to my statement a suggested d ra ft of amendment 
to the Federa l Aviation Act, which would accomplish this result 
We urge its favorable consideration by the committee.

NE ED  FOR REGIO NAL  AIRPORTS

In  its consideration of legislation to extend the Federal Airport 
Act, I believe the committee will find of interest a statement of policy 
issued on May 2, 1961, jointly  by the Administra tor of the Federal 
Aviation  Agency and the Chairman of the Civil Aeronautics Board, 
expressing the increasing concern of those agencies over the estab
lishment of separate air  carr ier a irports in cities sufficiently close to be 
served through  one airpo rt. The text of their  joint policy declara
tion is attached to my statement. With the chairman’s permission, I 
should like to read it.

The Federal Aviation Agency and the Civil Aeronautics Board today jointly 
issued the following statement of policy with respect to the use and develop
ment of ai r car rier  airports :

“The Federal Aviation Agency and the Civil Aeronautics Board have become 
increasingly concerned over the establishment of separa te air  car rier  airpor ts 
in cities sufficiently close to be served through one airport. The use of two or 
more airports  by the scheduled airlines in serving an area in many instances 
tends to diminish the services to each airport and increase the cost of air trans-
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portation. The conc entration of the  services provided to an are a through the use 
of one a irp or t will often  improve the  service offered by both scheduled air lines 
and  genera l aviation. However, thi s would never  be accomplished in such a way 
as to compromise th e s afe ty of e ither scheduled a ir tra ns po rt or general avia tion .

“From the point of view of the Civil Aeronaut ics Board , scheduled air line 
service  into  two sep ara te airports  that  are reasonab ly adj acent often result s in 
a dete rioration of the  qua lity  of air line schedules to the  area . In many cases, 
withou t substantial inconvenience to the  ai r passengers , they  could be served 
through a  single a irport , result ing  in improved scheduling, be tter quality  of serv
ice th rough the use of larg er equipment, and  a n overall improvement in ai r serv
ice to the area.

“The Federal  A viation Agency an d the  Civil A eronautics Board agree th at  th e 
use of a single ai rpor t serving adj acent communities, where such action  may 
res ult  in a saving  both to the  Federal  Government and  the  local ity served,  as 
well as improving the  ai r service to the  area, should be an increasingly  impor
tant  fac tor  in considering appl icat ions  for  Federa l funds for airpo rt construc
tion  purposes  and  appl icat ions  for  certi ficated air line service.

“N. E. H alaby,
Administrator , Federal Aviation Agency.

“Alan S. Boyd,
Chairman, Civil Aeronautics Board."

The airline indus try shares the concern expressed by Air. Halaby 
and Mr. Boyd. We believe that if, in the grantin g of funds under  the 
Federal Airport Act, this policy declaration is closely followed, a bet
ter national system of ai rpor ts will be developed and communities will 
receive better a ir service. Implementation of this policy will require 
consultation between the FAA and the CAB prior to the g rant ing of 
Federa l funds for  airport development.

Accordingly, we urge th at, in its  report on the legislation before  it,  
the committee expressly approve this  statement of policy, and state 
its desire tha t the policy be carried out. We urge also that , in it s re
port, the committee indicate its expectation tha t the Administra
tor will consult with the Civil Aeronautics Board, prio r to gran ting  
Federal funds for  airpor t construction, in order to insure tha t such 
gra nt is in accordance with  the join t policy declaration.

Air. Williams. Thank you very much, Air. Durand.
You have made some suggestions here for amending the Federa l 

Aviation Act, and also for some language which you feel should be 
written into the repor t on this legislation in the event the committee 
should report the legislation favorably.

We appreciate  your suggestions and, of course, the committee will 
give due consideration to them.

I would like to ask you one question in regard  to  the responsibil ity 
or obligations of the airlines with respect to the cost of building 
these facilities.

In  what w’ay do the airlines contribute  to defra ying the cost of 
airp ort operation and construction, if any? Of course, I realize you 
have indirect ways of doing that.  You have your landing  fees, for 
instance?

Mr. D urand. Yes.
Air. Williams. Could you cover, to some extent, the way the air 

lines, through  such indirect methods, actually contribute  to the cost 
of these airports?

Air. Durand. Yes, sir. I will be very happ y to try  to do that.
The airlines make substantial payments for the use of airports. 

They are, in a sense, one of the airp ort tenants, and they pay for
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Various facilities which the airp ort provides. The payments take a 
number of different forms. For the use of the landing area and 
related services the airlines  pay landing fees.

I anticipa ted the committee would be interested in this subject, so, 
before I came up, I went through the official reports which the car
riers file with the Civil Aeronautics Board, and I got the landing-fee 
figures and other a irpo rt charge figures for 1960. For 1960 the domes
tic trunklines and the local service airlines paid landing fees in the 
amount of $20,600,000 for the airports  which we use.

Another form of payment  tha t the airlines make to airports is the 
renta l payment for the ticket-counter space in the terminal building, 
for airline-occupied space for flight dispatch and crew rooms and 
airline  operations offices, and any other space that we occupy in the 
terminal building. For  space in terminal  buildings, and other air 
port  buildings, the airlines  paid ren t in 1960 of $25 million.

Now, there is perhaps one o ther figure th at should be considered. 
Airlines have maintenance facilities on airpor ts, as, for example, 
Eas tern  Airlines  on the Internat iona l Airpor t in Miami. For that  
type of space the airlines paid last year a total rent o f approximately 
$10 million. All of this comes to a total, Mr. Chairman, of $55 million 
in 1960.

I unders tand from my work with the airline lease negotiators  that 
next year this figure is going to be considerably higher. These fees 
are going up quite rapidly  every year.

Mr. Williams . Mr. Durand , you do not contend tha t these fed
erally  sponsored, federally financed airport programs, even though 
they are joint  operat ions with the local communities and the Federal 
Government, are  not, in fact, and to a cer tain degree, a subsidy which 
is enjoyed by the  airlines?

Mr. Durand. I would like to answer tha t question, Mr. Chairman, 
by saying tha t i t is our view tha t it is the intention of th is committee 
and the intention of Congress th at funds allocated for airp ort devel
opment in the various communities of the United  States  are true 
grants-in-aid.

Mr. Williams. Yes.
Mr. Durand. And they are not to be recovered from the airport 

opera tor or from the aeronautica l users of the airpo rt. I would not 
say tha t it was a subsidy to the airlines. I would say tha t it was 
Fede ral assistance to the community in p roviding a system of national 
airports.

Mr. W illiams. Of course, you would not say th at it  was subsidy to 
an a irline, but the fact is, that is what it is, is i t not, for right or fo r 
wrong ?

I do not say tha t it is not necessary. For  right or  for wrong, th at is 
what it amounts to:  Tha t the Federal Government is actually pro
viding facilities  for the operation , or to assist in the operation, or 
make possible the operations, of the airlines, and the airlines them
selves are not taxed for the cost of those facilities.

Mr. Durand. The airlines pay-----
Mr. Williams. I am trying to get this. Here is what we are  up 

against every time we go back to our districts.
People come to us and sa y:
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We think the Federal Government ought to build us a railroad termina l build
ing. You built the airline  a big terminal building out here. We think tha t the 
Federal  Government should build our railroad a track, give us the land for the 
tracks, and not permit that  to be taxed.

They say tha t this is unfair  competition on the part of the airlines.
The bus and the trucking people will tell u s:
“Now, of course, we use public highways, but there are taxes which 

are imposed agains t us which make us pay our proper share of the 
cost of those highways,” and they can make a p retty  good argument  
on those things.

Now, in what way are the airlines shouldering  the ir responsibilities 
toward paying fo r the cost of this ?

Mr. Durand. Well, let me go back just  a li ttle, Mr. Chairman. I  
think the analogy tha t you stated, or the statement th at the railroads 
make, is un fair -----

Mr. Williams. I do not say tha t the railroads themselves say that. 
I  am speaking of constituents.

Mr. Durand. All r ight , sir.
Mr. W illiams. They are the ones who b ring up the subject.
Mr. Durand. That statement misses a point. Fir st, the railroad 

terminals are used exclusively by the railroads and the  rail road right - 
of-way is used exclusively by one railroad or by arrangement with 
several railroads  on a reimbursable basis.

They are no t public facilities. Airp orts  are. As I  pointed out in 
my statement, the Federa l Government, the FAA  has offices there 
and operations there . Its  own aircra ft use the airport. The m ilitary 
uses the airp ort a considerable amount. General aviation uses it. 
The airlines use it. So it is, in tru th,  a public facility, and some
times airline  operations  are penalized because of the other use.

I t would be a fine thing if the indus try were financially strong  
enough to own i ts own airports,  but it is not and in the foreseeable 
futu re it will not be. But  from a purely operational point of view 
it would probably make a much nicer operation if we did not have 
to share the airp ort with many, many other users.

I believe by actual control tower count of  a ircraft landing and tak 
ing off, and this is no t people landed or taken off, we are a minority 
user, a fact which came as a surprise  to me and it does to many 
people.

I am not sure what the percentage of airline use is. It  is some
where in the area of 25 percent of landings and takeoffs.

So it is a purely public facili ty tha t is being provided, and the 
Federa l Airpor t Act says so. Now, the element tha t the Federal 
Government puts into the airport, through the grant- in-aid is there 
because the Federal Government realizes the value of the airport to 
the community and to the public.

The local community also supplies  money through tax revenues or 
through bond issues, and we negotiate with the local community 
renta ls and charges to pay fo r our use of the field.

I am happy to say th at airpo rts are more and more becoming self- 
sustaining and no longer have to look to the local community for 
assistance.

Mr. Williams. The House has jus t passed a bill extending the 
Highway Construction Act, which would result in an increase in  the
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gasolin e tax and the tax on tir es  an d so fo rth fo r all of th e use rs of  
th e hig hw ay. W hil e th is com mit tee  does no t have au th or ity  to im
pose  a tax of  any kin d, wh at  would  be the at tit ud e of  the air lines 
towa rd  ass um ing  a tax  obligation  on th ei r fue l or  on th ei r tir es  or 
th ei r equip me nt to he lp pay  fo r th is  type  of program ?

Mr. Durand. Of course, we presen tly  pay a tax on av iat ion  
gaso line .

Mr. W illiam s. W ha t is the  tax  on a via tio n gas ?
Air. D urand. We  p ay  f ou r cen ts an d receive a r efun d of  two  cents , 

so our ne t tax is two  cen ts p er  gallon.
Mr. W illiams. Th e net ta x i s two cen ts ?
Air. Durand. Yes, s ir.
An d we do pay the taxes on tir es  an d tubes. They are  no t exempt  

ju st  because they  are ai rli ne  tir es  an d tubes. They bear a tax . I  
th in k it is no t at  the  same ra te  as highwa y tru ck  tir es ; I  th in k it  is 
a lower ra te ; bu t we pay the same ta x th at  the  pr ivate autom otive 
dr iver  pays  on his  tir es  and tubes, exc ept  th at  ours are  a lot  more 
expensive so we pa y more tax .

I t  is the pos itio n of the  air lin e indu st ry , which was sta ted yeste r
day by Air. Ti pton , pres ide nt of  th e asso cia tion , before  the  W ays and  
Means C ommit tee , th at  we c annot pa y ad di tio na l taxe s on  fuel a t th is 
tim e because of  the very, very ser iou s fina ncia l con dit ion  of  the  
ind us try .

An d I  believe th at the  Ch airm an  of  th e Civ il Ae ron autics Bo ard is 
ap pe ar ing before  the AVays and Aleans  Comm ittee th is  morning  to  
testi fy  on th at subject . We  sim ply  c anno t pay  mo re taxes  a t t hi s t ime.

Air. W illiam s. I  was no t tryin g to em barra ss you  by askin g the 
ques tion . I  am explo ring, tryi ng  to  f ind wThat  the tru e sit ua tio n is.

Air. Co llie r?
Air. Collier. F ir st , let  me ask,  Air. Ch air man , how ma ny witnesses 

do we have ?
Air. W illiam s. We have th ree th is  mo rning . Th ere  are two  more.
Mr. Collier. I dir ec t my questio ns to the  close of  yo ur  sta tem ent 

an d pa rt icul ar ly  the incorporati on  of  t he  relea se of  Air. Il al ab y and  
Air. Boyd w ith  rega rd  to the est ab lishm ent o f ai rp or ts  in giv en area s.

In  the establishm ent of  reg ion al ai rp or ts , I  have obse rved  in some 
areas my sel f th at  there  are  two an d three , somet imes fo ur  fac ilit ies , 
th at probably cou ld be combined in to  a centr al facil ity , and, ap par 
en tly , it  is  the thou gh t of  the  a dm in ist ra tiv e agenc ies to  do so me thing 
about th is.

Will  you  tel l me, in yo ur  opinion , wha t has  caused, or  wha t is the 
main cause of th is  se pa ra tio n of  fa cil iti es  ?

Air. D urand. We ll, I  th in k one of  th e pr incipa l causes ha s been the 
des ire— a v ery  u nd ersta nd ab le  one—of the local  com muniti es t o obta in 
the benef its o f a ir  service close to  the  city, a nd  th at  de sire  has expres sed  
its el f in two ways.  The c ommunity  ha s d ug  up  money, ai rp or t fun ds, 
an d h as come to the FA A f or  a Fe de ra l g ra nt and  has bu ilt  an  ai rp or t. 
Th en , ha ving  an  ai rp or t, it is in a good posit ion  to go to  the Civ il 
Ae ronauti cs Bo ard  an d s ay :

“W e now have  an  ai rp or t. We wan t you  to  cer tific ate a irl ine service  
in to thi s a ir port .”
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The Board, of course, wants to develop a complete a ir transport 
system, and sometimes, in the judgment  of some airlines, service is 
certificated to a point which is too near another point.

There are  examples, part icula rly in the local service field, of certifi
cating service to points tha t are as close as 30 miles apart. You just  
cannot operate  efficiently and economically to or between airports  tha t 
close.

That  is really  what we are g etting a t here. The community would 
benefit, the  Federal  Government would benefit, and, incidentally, the 
airlines would benefit.

Mr. Collier. Do you have any reluctance to indicate, say, three or 
four  such places where thi s situation presently exists, where, perhaps , 
an area could be adequately served by one facility ?

Mr. Durand. I have no reluctance, sir, bu t I  do not have the info r
mation with me.

Mr. Williams. Dallas and Fort  Worth would be a good example.
Mr. Durand. That is not exactly what I  was talking  about. Those 

are two cities with a lot of local pride  re sulting in a si tuation tha t is 
not a good one.

I was thinking primarily of smaller communities. I have, in my 
files, letters from local service a irlines primarily which list specific 
instances in which this has taken place. I would be very happy to sup
ply for you and the committee record a list of those cities, showing how 
close together they are, and so forth.

I can't do it from the top of my head.
Mr. Collier. I would be personally interested in having tha t because 

as this program progresses, I  think  it would be a good guideline by 
which we were perhaps not familiar  with a given area but would at 
least have some indication as to whether the moneys made available 
by the agency are entirely  necessary, based upon the existing facilities.

Just one other question, perhaps not a question, perhaps more in a 
vein of an observation.

I certa inly understand the purpose of the statement of the Adminis- 
strator. At the same time I wonder if there should not be a survey 
made to paint up these areas and to use, again, I say, this as a guideline 
for the extension of assistance, because, as you know, you get  into an 
issue with a real political impact. If  a given community makes a re
quest for assistance where the local sponsors have done their job, then, 
of course, the refusal to gran t, in spite of the fact tha t there may be 
adequate existing facilities, creates a problem, probably because the 
first fellow coming in squawking would be a Congressman if the gran t 
was not made to someone in his district.

Would you say th at a survey of thi s nature should be made with the 
thought , perhaps, of even eliminating existing facilities where there 
should be a centralization of the facility  ?

Mr. Durand. Yes.
I have to speak personally on this because I have not discussed it  

with our membership. But I personally think i t would be a splendid 
idea. Both Mr. Boyd and Mr. Halaby are very much concerned with 
this problem.

I have heard them make separate statements of their concern about 
it, and they, of course, issued their join t s tatement. Tha t is  the first 
time I have ever seen anyth ing like that.
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I  th in k th at if  th is  com mit tee  reques ted  the m to make th at surv ey 
and develop  a sta nd ard,  th at  t hey wou ld be very ha ppy to do it.

Th is is pe rhap s a lit tle  presum ptu ous of  me, bu t I believe they 
wou ld, an d ce rta in ly  t he  a irl ine indu st ry  w ould be very ha pp y to par 
tic ipate in any such  su rvey and  w ork  on dev elopin g a s tand ard.

Mr. Collier. I wou ld ce rta in ly  th in k th at  while the sta tem en t is 
me rito rious , th at  unless i t is sup po rte d w ith  a defin ite prog ram to reac h 
some rem edy  fo r the  problem, the n, of  course, we have no t accom
pli she d anything . That  i s all I  hav e, Air. Chairma n.

Air. W illiams. Air. D uran d,  one question.
Do yo u kno w how much th e air lin es  pa y in  gas olin e tax es ev ery  year  ?
In  othe r words,  how much revenu e the Fe de ral Gover nm ent  gets  

fro m th at  tax  ?
Air. Durand. I  am inform ed, sir , th at las t ye ar  i t was in excess of 

$17 mil lion .
Air. W illiam s. I Iow much ?
Air. Durand. $17 mill ion .
Air. W illiam s. That  is fro m the  air lin es  alone ?
Air. D urand. Yes, si r.
Mr. W ill i ams. Tha t same tax  is imposed  ag ains t general  av iat ion  

opera tions  ?
Air. D urand. Tha t is  correc t.
Mr. W illiams . Th e cost  of  th is  pr og ram is some $375 mi llion, I 

believe,  fro m the  Fe de ral Go vernm ent o ver  the  n ex t 5 ye ars , which is 
close to  $1 billion when  you inc lud e loca l funds.

Air. Durand. Yes, sir .
Air. W illiams. Now, $17 mi llio n a ye ar  ap pe ars to me to be ju st  a 

drop  in the bucket,  however, when you  com par e it  wi th the costs of 
bu ild ing these ai rpor ts,  wi th the costs  o f opera tio n of all of  th e navi
ga tio na l aid s a nd  a ir  traffic control fac ilit ies , and  oth er  fa cil iti es  which 
are  made avai lab le to the  air lines.

How ever, I  recognize also th at  the Congress has a ve ry definite  
res ponsibi lity  to develop  all  modes of  tran sp or ta tio n to  the fu lle st 
ex ten t possib le.

I presum e th at  the pro blem of  where  you stop sub sidy and st ar t 
req ui rin g paym ent is ou r heada che  an d not  yours to solve. We  will 
do the best we can.

Air. D urand. May I  add one thou gh t, Air. C ha irm an  ?
I  th ink th er e is one s egm ent  w hich pays  to  th e F ed eral  G overn ment 

fo r the  pr ivi leg e of  be ing  tr an sp or ted whi ch sho uld  no t be overlooked,  
and t ha t i s the  passenger , th e ai rli ne  passeng er.

Since 1941, he has oeen pa ying  a tr an sp or ta tion  tax va ry in g fro m 
15 to  10 perc en t, a t present.

Air. W illiams. That  is  a  g ood p oin t. Ho w much does t he  F ed eral  
Gover nm ent  real ize  in revenue f rom th a t tax , do you know?

Air. D urand. From  a irl ine pas sen ger s, in the last fiscal y ea r t he  ta x 
pro duced  between $165 m illion and $170 millio n. I f  i t h as  any ju st i
fiable  basis a t a ll, it  would be th at  it  can  be rega rded  as a  tax  fo r th e use 
of t ra ns po rtat io n services.

Air. W illiam s. That  pu ts the  a irl ines  in a m ore fav ora ble  ligh t w ith  
respec t to t he  a ssu mp tion of  the ir  re sponsib ili ty in th is field.

Air. Durand . Yes, sir.
Air. W illiam s. Th an k you v ery  much.
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(The following additional information was la ter received from Mr. 
Du ran d:)

Aik Transport Association of America,
Wash ingto n, D.C., May 16, 1961.

Hon. J ohn Bell Willia ms,
Chair man, Tra nsp ort ation and  Aero naut ics Subcom mittee , Committee  on In te r

sta te and For eign  Commerce, House of Rep rese ntat ives , Washington, D.C. 
Dear Mr. Chairman : At the conclusion of the  Air  Tra nsp ort  Asso ciati on’s 

testi mony las t Fri day , on bills to exte nd the  Fed era l Air por t Act, Mr. Collier  
requ ested th at  the  committee be fur nished  wit h a lis t of certi ficate d air lin e 
poin ts in the con tine nta l Unite d Sta tes  wher e the  dist anc e between air po rts  is 
small  enough so th at  be tte r service would res ult  if a regional air po rt were used
ins tea d of divid ing the air lin e service between  the  two certifi cated points.

We are pleased to supply  the committee wi th a tabu lation, prep ared  by the  
Civil Aero nauti cs Board, of certi ficated point s where the dista nce betwee n the  
air po rts  through which those  poin ts are served,  is wit hin  a 25-mile rad ius . We 
would like to emphasize th at  this lis t was compiled as of December 1, 1960, and  
th at  the  CAB has  advis ed th at  the re are  a num ber of add itional pro xim ity 
situat ion s w hich a re  not  reflected in the  list .

We respe ctful ly subm it th at  thi s lis t eloquently dem onstrates the need for the  
insis tence by the  Congress tha t, in adm inis teri ng the  Fed era l air po rt program  
the FAA, in consult atio n wit h the  Civ il Ae rona utics  Board,  g ive caref ul att en tio n 
to the region al a irp or t concept.

Very tru ly yours,
J.  D. Durand.
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Certificated points in continental United States where the distance between air
ports is within  a 25-mile radius as of Dec. 1, 1960

Ci ty and  S tate Airport
Miles

between
airports

Carrie rs

El  Dorado, Ark_____________ Goodwin Fie ld___________ } 24 Trans-Texas.Magnol ia, Ark _ Municipa l_______________
Decatur , Ala — Pry or Fie ld______________ } 20 Southern.Hun tsvi lle, Ala Munic ipa l_______________
Bur bank, Calif__ Lockheed.. _____________ } 18 Bonanza, Pacific.I/Os Angeles, Calif Intern ational_____________
Long Beach, Calif__ Mu nic ipa l_______________ ■’ United.Los Angeles, Calif Intern ational____________
Modesto, Calif Mun icipa l _____________ 24 United.Stockton, Calif Stockton Field .......................
Mon terey , Calif Penin sula_______________ } 15 United.Salinas, Calif Munic ipa l_______________
Oakland, Calif. In ternat ion al__  _____ . . . } 12 American, Pacific, Trans 

World , Uni ted, West  
Coas t, W estern .

Pacific.

San Francisco, Calif__ _______ ___ do._ .................................

Red  Bluff, Calif B id w e ll .- ............................. } 24
Bedding,  Calif Mu nic ipa l_______________
Bridgeport, Conn ___ do___  ______________ } 15 Allegheny.
New Haven , C o n n .___ __  .. ....... do . ___ _____ _______
Fo rt Lauderdale,  Fla Broward Count y_______  . } 19 Delta, Eas tern, Mackey, 

N a ti o n a l,  N o r th e a s t,  
Northw est,  Tra ns World.

Eastern, N ational,  Northeast.

Miami, F l a _ Internat ion al_____________

St. Petersburg-Clearwater, F la .. 
Tam pa, Fla . . .

Clearwate r Inte rna tional___
Intern ational____________ } 11

Kokom o-Ixigansport-Peru, Ind.  
Marion, Ind ____

Kokomo Mu nic ipal_______ } 21 Lake Central.Munic ipa l_____________  .
Marion, Ind ....... do__ _______________ } 23 Do.
Muncie, Ind  ______________ Mun cie........... —................ .
Augusta, Maine S ta te ___ ____ ___________ ( 17 Northea st.Waterv ille, Maine . Mu nic ipal_________ _____
Brunswick, Main e ___ do..... ........... .................... } 21 Do.Lewiston-Aubu rn, Maine ____ do....... ........ ........ .........
Brunswick, Main e »  .. .d o ................................. } 25 Do.Portla nd, Ma ine____________ ___ do .......... ................ ..........
Boston, Mass General  Logan................... } 25 Do.
Lawrence, AT ass Mu nic ipa l_______________
Fitchburg , Mass_____________ ....... do ..... ............................ } 21 Do.Worcester, Mass  _
Battle Creek, Mich Kellogg______ ___________ } 17 North  Central.Kalamazoo, Mich Mu nic ipa l_______________
Joplin, Mo ____do."- .____ ___________ } 24 Ozark.Pi ttsburg, Kan s _______  .. Atkinson Munic ipa l______
Bould er City, Nev __ Boulder Ci ty____________ } 19 Tra ns World.Las Vegas, Nev McCar ran  Fie ld__________
Concord, N.H ________ Mu nic ipa l_______________

/  19 Nor thea st.Manchester, N. H _______  . Grenier  Fie ld____________
Greenfield, Mass____________ Orange Mu nic ipal..... ........— } 23 Northe ast.Keene, N\H ________________ Dill ant-Hop kiris__________
Lawrence, Ma ss___________ _ Municipa l."______________ } 22 Nor thea st.Manchester, N .H ..  . Grenier  Fie ld____________
Malone , N .Y Malone-Dufo rt___________ } 25 Eastern .
Massena, N. Y_ Munic ipal_______________
Newark, N..T __ ___ do___________________ } 16 American, Capita l, Eas tern , 

Trans Wor ld, Uni ted.
N a ti o n a l,  T ra ns W orl d , 

Uni ted.
Cap ital,  Eas tern, Piedmon t.

New York, N .Y LaGuard ia______________
Newark, N.J Munic ipa l_______________
New York, N.Y Internatio nal____________
Greensboro-High Point,  N .C .. . 
Winston-Salem, N.C

Greensboro-High Po in t........
Sm ith-Revn old s.............. .....

} >«

Lancaster,  Pa____ __________ Munic ipa l_______________ } 25 Eastern .Beading, Pa ___ do___________________
Philadelphia , Pa__ International.......... - ..........— } 25 Allegheny.
Wilmington , Del ___________ New Castle Co unty_______
Greenville, S.C Mu nic ipa l____ ___________ } 22 Eastern, Southern.
Spar tanburg,  S.C_ Memor ial_______________
Dallas , Tex Love Fie ld___________ -__ 1 12 American, Braniff , Cap ital,  

Contin ental, Delta,  Trans- 
Texas.

Capital,  Natio nal , Piedmon t.
Fo rt Worth, Tex ... Amon G. Ca rte r.................... 1
Newport  Ne ws-H ampton,  Va— 
Norfolk, Vft ...............................

P afr ip k  H en ry
I
} 23

Mu nic ipa l____ ___________
Bur lington, V t______________ ___ do__________ _____ __ } 24 Eas tern .
Pla ttsb urg , N.Y __ __ do___________________

Source: Rou tes Division, B-71, Dec. 1. 1960.
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Mr. Williams. Mr. Herbert Godfrey, president of the A irport  Op
erato rs Council.

STATEMENT OF HERBERT C. GODFREY, JR., PRESIDENT, AIRP ORT
OPERATORS COUNCIL AND DIRECTOR, HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY
AVIATION AUTHORITY

Mr. Godfrey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and members of the  committee, my name is Herbert 

C. Godfrey, J r.  I am the directo r of the Hillsborough County Avia
tion Authority  in Tampa,  Fla. We operate Tampa Inte rnat iona l 
Airpo rt, which is the second busiest airline airport in Flor ida,  and 
two airports serving general aviation exclusively—Pete r O. Knight  
Airpor t and Pla nt City Airp ort, both in Hillsborough County. My 
statement before you today, however, will he in my capacity as presi
dent of the A irpo rt Operators Council, of which I am also a director.

The Airpor t Operators Council is a nonprofit trade organizat ion 
comprised of the organiza tion and agencies which own or operate 
the princ ipal airports  of the 50 States  and Puer to Rico which are 
served by the airlines. In addition, we operate  many general aviation 
airports for  our communities. AOC member airports serve over 
75 percent of the U.S. domestic scheduled airline enplaned passengers 
and nearly 100 percent of the oversea and international enplaned 
passengers. Approximately hal f of the AOC members are municipal, 
county, or State departm ents and the others are comprised of au
thorities, boards, commissions, and other forms of management.

Although the council includes several non-U.S. members, one p ri
vately operated, and one federally owned airpo rt, in accordance with 
our bylaws, only U.S. members have participated in the prepa ration  
of this statement and the deliberations  leading thereto, and we are 
speaking only on behalf of our local, county, and State public agency 
members.

Mr. Chairman, the Air por t Operato rs Council heart ily suppor ts 
the purpose and inten t of H.R. 6580 introduced by Congressman 
Harris  o f Arkansas, and its companion bill introduced by Congress
man Friedel of Maryland , each of which would extend the Federa l 
Airport Act, increase the level of the program, and make certain  other  
changes.

We are greatly  heartened not only bv the fact tha t sponsorship of 
this proposed legislat ion has s trong backing by Members of the Con
gress of both parties, but also because the adminis tration also whole
heartedly suppor ts the continuation of this program for airport de
velopment. This, we believe, fur the r emphasizes the wisdom of this 
committee and the Congress on previous occasions when airport 
legislation has been considered bv it.

The Congress and this administration have consistently recognized 
the Federal responsibility  for the development of an adequate system 
of public airports  to meet the needs of the  Nation’s economy, welfare, 
and defense. The Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, the Federal Airport 
Act of 1946 and the Federa l Aviation Act of 1958 all express the 
will of the Congress and place upon the executive branch the re
sponsibility and authority  for the development of civil aeronautics 
and air commerce—including airports.
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The distinguished chairman of the Inte rsta te and Foreign Com
merce Committee has clearly recognized this Federa l responsibility 
in past public statements  when he said tha t:

The Federal  Airport Act, by providing Federal  funds to match local funds, 
has provided the country with a national airport system, essential to the com
merce of the United States and vital  to national defense. By providing funds 
for the sponsor’s contributions, local taxpayers have performed a grea t nat ional 
service. We should not, therefore, saddle the local taxpayers with the entire 
burden of providing airports for  the je t age.1

The Federal Airpor t Act of 1946—the administration  of which is *
Dow the responsibility of the Adm inist rator of the Federal  Aviation 
Agency—requires him to prepare annually a national airp ort plan 
specifying projects—
necessary to provide  a sys tem  o f public airports  adequate  to an ticipate and meet  
the  needs of  civil aeronautics.

The Admin istra tor recently submitted his 1961 plan which shows a 
5-year airport  development need for well over $1 billion.

It  also authorizes the Administ rator  (within the limits of amounts 
authorized or appropria ted by the Congress) to make grant s of funds 
to sponsors for airpo rt development:

In  order to bring about * * * the establishme nt of a nationwid e system of 
public airports adequate to mee t the present and future  needs of civil  aero
naut ics (sec. 4) . [It ali c supplied.]

Please note tha t the law says a “system of public airports ,” not 
just runways as some propose that i t be interpreted.

In 1946, when this act was passed, there were already numerous 
State and municipal airports  throughout the country, The purpose 
of the act was to encourage their development and improvement as 
well as to encourage the establishment of new airports. The National 
Airpor t System was to be effectuated by cooperation between the F ed
eral Government and the States  and thei r municipalities. While the 
ownership and operation of the airports  was to remain in the States 
and municipalities, the costs of all necessary future additions, exten
sions, and improvements were to be shared.

By the adoption of the act, the Congress recognized th at a sound 
civil aviation system is essential to the well-being of the country ; •
tha t airports  are an integral  part of air tran spo rtat ion ; and tha t the
State  and municipal airpo rts are not mere local improvements im
portant only to local residents but are of direct importance and con
cern to the Nation. «

Under the share-the-cost p lan embodied in the  Federal Air por t Act, 
a great system of modern airports  is being developed. It  is, however, 
one which may quickly become inadequate and obsolete by reason of 
increases in the volume of air traffic, increases in the size of aircraft 
and changes in aircra ft design and methods of  propulsion. It  is only 
by the continued expenditure of la rge sums—both local and Federal— 
for extensions, additions, and improvements th at the na tional airpo rt 
system can keep pace with the growth and development of air tran s
porta tion and be kept adequate to meet the needs of civil aeronautics.

The capi tal exepnditures which will be required during the next 
5-year period are greatly in excess of the State and local funds which

1 A dd re ss  by th e H on or ab le  Or en  H arr is , Me mb er  of  Co ng ress , be fore th e Ae ro Clu b of  
W as hi ng to n,  Nov . 25,  195 8.
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will be available, including  revenues derived from user charges and 
other airp ort sources. Unless the Federal Government contributes 
its fair  share, the nationa l airp ort  system will become the bottleneck 
of future  air transportation  in this country.

A sound civil air transporta tion system is as vital to the nationa l 
economy, both in time of peace and in time of war, as is a sound in
dustrial system. A national and internationa l air tran sportat ion 
system without adequate airpo rts at which aircra ft can land and 

» take off and at which passengers and freight  can be adequately ac
commodated would, indeed, negate all the technological advances in 
the aircra ft; in the  navigational and communications facilit ies; and 
in the air-traffic control and airways system.

* If  we are  to have an efficient system planning of a ir t rans portation 
in this country  we must integrate in our thinking  not only how the 
airc raft  are going to speed safely th rough the air at subsonic or super
sonic speeds, but we must also include how they are going to get 
loaded, unloaded, takeoff and land and maneuver on the ground.

Delays in the air are frequent ly caused by delays on the ground. 
And delays on the ground can result from inadequate passenger and 
baggage hand ling facilities and from inadequate ramp space jus t as 
much as it can from inadequate runways and taxiways.

We believe, therefore , tha t among the compelling and urgent 
reasons both for the continuation of the Federa l airport program and 
for a substan tial increase in its level, are the following:

Fi rst : Stab ility in civil airp ort development will be lost unless 
H.R. 6580, or one very closely resembling it, becomes law.

Second : The national and international charac ter of a ir tran spo r
tation, its importance to our national  economy and civil defense, and 
the role of airports  as an essential adjunct to our Federal airways 
system, all require tha t the Federa l Government provide adequate 
financial contribut ion to assure tha t airp ort capacity will be k ept in 
balance with (a) airway capacity, (J)  the technological developments 
in aeronautics, and (c) the ever-increasing air transporta tion needs 
of the Nation.

Thi rd: The air traffic growth in the United States continues un- 
» abated. Ai rcraft  operations have quadrupled since 1946 and they

are forecast to do the same in the next 10 to 12 years.
Fou rth : The capital investment needed to bring the airp ort facil

ities up to the present and future requirements of the Nation’s air
* transp ortation system is f ar  beyond the  capabilities of the local com

munities unless the Federa l Government continues to contribute  its 
fair share.

I want to emphasize particularly, the importance of stabil ity in 
the Federal airport program.

The leadtime in airport development—that is, the time necessary 
to do the enormous detail of p lanning, financing, and construction of 
airpor ts and airport improvements—constitutes one of the most 
difficult and critical problems with which we are faced.

For  instance, before major airp ort construction jobs can be under 
taken by local public bodies, it is first necessary to obtain compre
hensive engineering studies. These can only be obtained aft er an 
extensive survey of the needs of the aeronautical users, the require 
ments of the nonaeronautical purposes to be served, the application of
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criteria and development guides of the Federal Government, and 
then all of this must be integra ted into the fac tors of terra in, climatic 
conditions, surface transportation , and the myriad of other factors 
which will influence the ultima te effectiveness of the contemplated 
improvements.

Decisions must be made as to method of financing the State  or 
local share of the cost of the projects. Before local funds can be 
raised, the taxpayers or bond purchasers must be convinced of the 
need fo r the  improvements, the economic feasibi lity of the operation, «
and also of the availabi lity of the Federal share of the cost. To 
obtain Federal funds, there are the usual Government procedures 
w’hich include submission of comprehensive engineering plans and 
numerous other details which are intended to protect the investment *
of the Federal Government.

When financing has been arranged, then detailed specifications 
must be developed for various stages of the construction, bids let 
and contrac t awards made, and finally construction begins.

All of this may take as long as 5 or 6 years, and a minimum time 
for major projects (from sta rt of plans to finished construction) is 
at least 18 months to 2 years.

Because of this lead-time, the effectiveness of the Federa l aid pro
gram is related directly to its stabi lity both as to time and funds.
For this reason we cannot emphasize too strong ly the need fo r a con
trac t author ization  program of at least 5 years.

Although the level of funds in the program have been historically 
inadequate since it s inception in 1946, what is perhaps worse, how
ever, is tha t during the extremely rapid and critical growth years of 
aviation—the postwar years from 1946 to 1955—the program was 
on an annual appropriations basis which nearly wrecked it. Sums 
varying from a high of $45 million to a low of zero prevailed in 
those years and local financial planning  ability for airp ort develop
ment was seriously hampered.

This committee recognized the seriousness of the situation in 1955 
when it reported (House Rept. 1190, Jul y 15, 1955, 84th Cong., 
lstsess. ) that :

* * * the •primary purpose of S. 1855 [then before the Committee] is to *
subst itute for the present provisions of the Federal Airport Act authorizing 
annual appropriations  for airp ort projects, provisions ffrantiny substantial 
annual contract authorizations in specific amounts over a  period of 4 years.

After reciting the chaotic history of the annual appropriations •
method from 1946 to 1955, the committee report  continued, as follows:

Need fob Advance Aut ho riz at ions

The f act  tha t the annual appropria tions made for airport projects under the 
Federal Airport  Act have varied considerably in amount from year to year 
and have always been much smaller than  those contemplated by the original 
act has had several serious consequences. Of these, certainly the most serious 
are to be found in the resulting failu re to accomplish more than a small fraction 
of the  public-airport development required to serve the needs of civil aviation, 
of which more will be said in discussing the size of contract authorizations 
needed. However, the extreme fluctuations in the airport-appropriation level 
have also had the serious and highly unfortunate  effect of shaking if not destroy
ing the confidence of the States and thei r political subdivisions in thei r Federal 
par tner  in the airpo rt program.
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There have been even cases in which public agencies have issued, and some
times sold, general obligation bonds for use in matching Federal funds for airport 
development, and have then been unable to obtain Federal grants, due to the 
limited amount of the appropria tions made for th at  purpose durin g ensuing 
years. In such eases your committee agrees with several witnesses at the 
hearings on S. 1855 tha t the Federal Government has not kept fait h with the 
States and thei r political subdivisions. Moreover, on the basis of tha t testi 
mony and our personal knowledge of the situation , we a re satisfied tha t public 
agencies generally are becoming more and more re lucta nt to make the financial, 
engineering, and other  plans and arrangements required for needed airport

* development unless and until grant agreements for such work have been entered 
into, contractually obligating the Government to pay the prescribed Federal 
share of th e project costs involved. It is our belief tha t public agencies cannot 
be criticized fo r this attitude  in the light of pas t experience and tha t an entirely  
new approach to th e problem, such as tha t contemplated by the subject bill, is

«, essential to restore the confidence of prospective project sponsors and thus make
it possible to carry  out the Federal-aid airp ort program in such a way as to 
accomplish the puri>oses of the Fed eral Airport Act.

In this connection the committee wishes to make clear its views as to why 
the proposed contract-author ity program would provide non-Federal public agen
cies with the assurance of Federal aid which is necessary to the success of the 
Federal-aid airport program. Tha t reason is tha t a gran t of contract authority  
for more th an one ye ar would permit the Department of Commerce to program 
projects in advance of the fiscal year during which the authorized funds are  
to be ava ilable for obligation. In other words, it would he possible a year  or 
two before a proix>sed project is to be undertaken to make an allocation of 
Federal funds for tha t project in a specific amount, which would eliminate any 
question as  to the availability of Federal funds for the project.

This, in our opinion, would furnish project sponsors sufficient assurance of 
the availabil ity of Federal assistance to enable such sj>onsors to proceed with 
thei r own financing arrangements , with necessary site selections and the pre
paration of plans and specifications, and with the assembly of land required 
for project purposes. Furth er, it is our belief that,  if such assurance could be 
provided, many public agencies which might otherwise be unwilling to sponsor 
needed projects would be willing to do so, thus  helping to accomplish the air 
port development needed to bring about the establishment of an ade quate system 
of public airpor ts.

In addition to these advantages  to the Federal  Government, the adoption of 
the contract-authority  principle of S. 1855 would place the Federal-aid airport 
program on a considerably more efficient basis and thereby result  in financial 
savings both to State  and local public agencies and to the Federal Government. 
Finally, it is believed tha t adoption of the contract authority principle of S. 1855 
would be advantageous to the Federal Government in still another respect. We 
refer  to the several admin istrative advantages which would re sult by avoiding

* extreme fluctuations in the size and scope of the Federal-aid airp ort program 
from year to year, such as  those which have characterized the program thus far. 
For example, if such fluctuations were avoided in the future, the Civil Aeronau
tics Administration would be in a much better position to recrui t and retain  
key men of the caliber required to conduct as technical and difficult a program 
as the Federal-aid airp ort program.

All of the  reasons advanced for the  contract authorization principle 
in 1955 are still  valid, and their valid ity has been proved by the amount 
of ai rpor t development that has been made possible since 1955. (Even 
though we lost 1 year of financial planning  in 1959 as the result of a 
Presidential veto in  1958, and we are losing the benefits of  financial 
planning right now because this law was not extended last year.)

We therefore u rge that this committee recommend the continuation 
of this program on a 5-year contract authorization basis.

With respect to the need for airpo rt capacity  let me say simply 
tha t to increase the airways capacity vastly without making provision 
for equivalent increase in airp ort capacity, including the passenger, 
baggage, and cargo handl ing facilities, as well as those exclusively fo r 
the aircraft, would obviously be folly.

70 57 0—G1----- 12
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For our present system of air transpor tation to serve the Nation 
properly , airpor t capacity must be kept in balance with (1) airway 
capacity, (2) the technological improvements in the airc raft,  and (3) 
the contemplated increased numbers of passengers, airc raft , mail, 
and goods.

The growth of aviation alone puts  tremendous demands on airport 
development.

A document entitled  “The Federal Airpor t Program Should Be 
Extended” jointly sponsored by the Airpor t Operators  Council with t
other public service organizations sets forth the magnitude of the 
growth  problem. This has been placed in the record of this hearing 
by a previous witness.

I merely want to add tha t growth  problems alone are expected to »
continue unabated for the next decade, and a substantial Federa l 
airport program is needed to meet this problem.

Indications of the magnitude of the capital  investment need for 
airp ort development in the immediate futu re has been shown by 
previous witnesses to be well over $1 billion in the next 4 years. The 
survey conducted jointly by the  Airpor t Operators Council wi th the 
American Association of State  Aviation Officials and the National 
Association of State Aviation Officials has been completely corrob
orated by the Federa l Aviation Agency’s national airp ort  plan 
for 1961.

To correct the record, Mr. Chairman, one of the lines of my written 
statement says “American Association of State  Aviation Officials.”
Tha t should be “American Association of Airpor t Executives.”

We a irpo rt operators do our utmost to put our facilities on a self- 
supporting basis and seek to assure th at so f ar as practicable the costs 
of providing , maintaining, and opera ting airports  will be charged to 
airport users and concessionaires. Nevertheless, it is only by con
tinued, and  a more substantial contribut ion from the  Federal Govern
ment tha t the necessary capita l improvements to airports can be 
achieved. The unavoidable and sobering fact is tha t the huge capital 
outlays required for airpor t improvements quickly outstr ip airport 
revenues and the rapid  growth and obsolescence factor in aviation has 
made impossible the building of reserves for such continued explosive »
growth.

It  has been and will continue to be a real struggle and sacrifice by 
local communities to raise the matching  funds necessary to obtain the 
Federal funds which have been available  to date. However, the need *
for additional Federa l funds to provide a national system of civil 
airports is clearly evident in the historica lly substantial excess of 
requests by communities for Federa l aid over the available funds.
The following figures, which were obtained from FA A sources, reflect 
the magnitude  of this  need:

[In  m illi ons of  dol lars ]

Fis cal  y ear
Fede ra l 

fund s re
qu est ed

Fe de ra l 
fund s pro

gram ed
Fiscal ye ar

Fe deral 
fu nd s r e
qu es ted

Fe deral  
fund s pro

gra me d

1957___________________ $124.8 $51.9 1960 . . $129. 5 $57.11958___________________ 146. 4 55.0 19 61 ... 150. 4 65.11959......................... .............. 187.1 63.6
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In  sum ma ry,  there for e, let  me say  th at we believe th at the need  
fo r an ade quate  co ntract au thor izat ion prog ram fo r at  lea st 5 years  
in  a sub sta nt ial  am ount pe r y ea r is essent ial  t o the  c ontinued  dev elop
ment o f our  nat iona l sy stem  of a irp or ts.

SPE C IF IC  PR OV IS IO NS  OF  H .R . 6 58 0

There  are  a few specific po ints in the bil l under conside rat ion  on 
which we would lik e to c om men t:

$75 mill ion  per  yea r: We  ar e o f the  op inion  th at  $75 milli on  p er  ye ar  
wil l not adequat ely  do  th e job  i f all of the needed items are  cons idered 
slig ible . Based  upon bo th the FA A  an d the AOC-A A AE-N A SA O 
surveys, land in g are a dev elopment  alone ave rages ove r $90 mi llion  
pe r ye ar  fo r a 50 perce nt U.S . share of  the cost;  and when 
oth er item s are  inc luded,  it  consider ably exceeds $100 mi llion  pe r 
yea r. We  wou ld, there for e, urge  an  increase in the  level of  th e pr o
gram  more commensu rate  wi th  the  need.

Te rm inal  bu ild ings : Section 7 of  the bil l wou ld amend  section  
13(b)  of  the ac t by re st ric tin g eli gib ili ty  of  bu ild ing s to mat ters  di
rec tly  rel ate d t o sa fety. To  rest ric t furt her  by leg islation  the  eli gib ili ty 
of  bu ild ing c onstruc tion on a irpo rt s we believe un nec essarily lim its  the 
•discretion of  th e A dm in is tra to r and m ay th war t the  remov al of  bot tle 
necks i n th e a ir  tra ns po rt  system .

Un de r the presen t law, bar s, cocktai l lounges,  and  othe r specified 
items have been  made in elig ible, le aving  to th e d iscreti on of  the A dm in
is tr at or  wh eth er or  no t needed  publi c use space , ma intena nce  equip 
men t space, an d othe r space can have F ed eral  finan cial pa rti cipa tio n.

The  Adm in is tra to r has  exercised  his  discre tion in th is  m at te r 
th ro ugh reg ulati on s and by his  cr iter ia  and pr io ri ty  syste m which 
mak es term ina l bu ild ing s eligib le only in ra re  cases af te r sa fe ty  item s 
are  ade quate ly car ed for. Yet, in those cases whe re com muniti es 
have at ta ined  an adequ ate  system of  runw ay s and tax iways, the in 
adequacy of  the  ram p and ter minal  bu ild ing fac ili tie s can  resu lt in 
delays and pro blems whi ch pre clu de  the saf e and efficient use of  the 
airways a nd  the la nd ing area.

The  presen t law  reco gnizes th at  such  sit ua tio ns  m ay ex ist  and  pe r
mits  the  Ad m in is tra to r to  alle via te them.

We bel ieve i t is in the  be st i nteres t o f a viat ion dev elopment  th at th is  
flex ibil ity rem ain  in t he  law.

La nd ing aids : Sec tion  4 of  the  bil l would  ame nd section 9( d)  and  
section 10 (d) of  the  act  to req uir e th at  the  Adm in is tra to r wi thh old  
fund s fro m a spo nso r unless the  sponsor  prov ide s such specif ied th ings  
as “in -ru nw ay  li gh tin g, ” and “run wa y d istance ma rkers ,” among othe r 
things .

We believe th at  the  Adm in is tra to r now has all the  power un de r the  
law th at  he needs to assu re him sel f th at  ai rp or ts  will be ade quate  fo r 
the  typ e ai rc ra ft  and  volum e of  op era tio ns  th at  are  ut ili zing  th at  
ai rp or t so t hat the amend ment to sect ion 9(d ) is unnecessa ry and un 
desirab le, pa rt icul ar ly  since  it  wou ld req uir e tech nica l item s which 
are  not appro ved fo r civi l av iat ion  and  may nev er be used fo r civil  
aviatio n.

U.S . sha re of  cost s: Th e in tent  o f sect ion 5 of  the  b ill whi ch would  
amend section 10 (d) of  t he  act to pro vde 75 percen t of the allo wable
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costs of land acquis ition for  approach light lanes is a step in the right 
direction but in our opinion does not go far  enough. It  is the con
sidered opinion of the members of the AOC that  the responsibility of 
the Federal  Government should be 100 percent for the cost of acquisi
tion of such land, easements, air  rights , and other prope rty righ ts 
outside the boundaries of the airpor t and the mitigation or removal 
of obstructions to aviation outside a irport  boundaries, if such acquisi
tion, mitigation, or removal is deemed necessary by the Federal au thor
ities for  safe ty or because of noise caused by ai rcraft. *

We would urge, therefore, that this provision be modified to elimi
nate “in-runway light ing,” and “runway distance markers,” and tha t 
it be modified further  to increase the United States allowable share to 
100 percent for clear zones, and all land or land interes t acquisitions ,
off the airport.

Work in place: We believe t ha t the bill has omitted a provision 
which would do much to expedite and make more efficient the work 
of both the FAA and the local sponsor.

On occasion there is an interval of as long as 6 months between the 
approva l by FAA  of the plans for a civil airport projec t and the 
actual execution of the Federal-aid  gran t agreement. Because of  
FAA’s present inability  to make payments for work s tarted  or com
pleted pr ior to the  actual execution of the formal g rant  agreement, the 
airport sponsor is often faced with the choice of delaying a much- 
needed project or  surrendering his claim to Federal aid for the portion 
completed prio r to the execution of the grant agreement. To cure 
this administrative difficulty, we suggest tha t the Federal Airpor t 
Act be amended to permit  the Federa l Government to make payments 
for work started or completed prior to  the  execution of a gra nt agree
ment provided tha t the plans for the work had  been approved by the 
Federa l Government prior to the commencement of construction.

To this end we would propose the following amendment.
Add a new section 9 as follows:
Amend section 13, subsection (3) by inserting before the last 

sentence the following :
In addition to the costs mentioned in subparagraph (2) above, a project cost 

incurred prior to the execution of the gran t agreement should be allowable if— «
(u) it would have been allowable if  incurred afte r the execution of the  g rant 

agreement, and if
(6) it was incurred for or in connection with or as a condition precedent 

to the airport improvement pursuant  to plans theretofore approved in writing 
with an express provision tha t costs so incurred would be allowed when and *
if the grant agreement was executed but no such approval shall obligate the- 
United States to pay any portion of the project  costs unless and  until the grant 
agreement is thereafter executed.

We appreciate very much having had this oppor tunity to present 
our views to you and urge your favorable  consideration of this legisla
tion as modified in accordance with the above recommendations.

Mr. Williams. Thank you very much, Mr. Godfrey.
Mr. Godfrey. Thank  you, sir.
Mr. Collier. Air. Godfrey, calling your attention to page 10 of  

your statement, and specifically to the figures set for th in the first 
par agraph ; these figures in the first column, if I understand them cor
rectly, are the  funds requested by the sponsors. Is t ha t correct ?

Mr. Godfrey. Tha t is correct, sir.
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Mr. Collier. And  yo ur  sta tem en t goes on to  say  th at  th is  reflects 
th e ma gn itu de  of  the need , the differen ce betw een the am ou nt  re 
quested  an d th e am ount pro gra me d.

As  a m at te r of  fac t, however , do no t some of  these fund s reques ted  
rep res en t wh at we might  call du pl icator y requ ests , so that  th is  i s no t 
an  ac tua l pi ctu re  of  the discre pan cy betw een the am ount reques ted  
an d the  am ount p rogram ed  ?

Mr.  Godfrey. Mr . Col lier , there ma y be a sma ll am ount of  du pl i
ca tio n in these requ ests . However , I  would  suspec t th at  it  would  be 
o f a m ino r nat ure.

Mr.  Collier. One,  I  presum e, wou ld be inc lud ed in the  fina l figu re 
there would  be reques ts mad e, oh, fo r an  ai rp or t at  Ta mpa  and fo r 
one at  S t. Pe tersbu rg , f or  examp le, where I  u nd ersta nd  the re  ar e spon
sors, and where  by rt  ason  of  the very sta teme nt  tha t was rea d by the  
previo us witness, it  wou ld seem unn ece ssa ry to deve lop faci lit ies at  
bo th St.  Pe te rsbu rg  an d Ta mpa  because of  t hei r rel ati ve ly close geo
gr ap hica l posi tion.

I  sim ply  wan t to po in t ou t th at  in 1961, wi th  $65.1 mi llio n pr o
gra me d, an d the or ig inal  reques t of  $150 mil lion , thi s rep res ents,  I  
wou ld say,  roug hly 43 pe rce nt of  t he  to ta l requ est,  so that  the dif fer 
en tia l th at  the sta teme nt  proposes to  show  is not an act ua l diffe rence 
between t hat whi ch i s needed an d t hat which is p rog ram ed.

Mr. Godfrey. We  do  n ot  pr opose, sir , t hat  thi s is th e o nly  te st. We  
say  th at  th is  is a method of  sho wing the diffe rence in th e do lla r 
amoun ts reques ted  by local spo nso rs of  the Federal  Go vernme nt’s 
sha re, a nd  th e amo unts actu all y pro gra me d.

Ce rta in,  there are othe r tes ts which ma y or  may not be as va lid  as 
th is one.

Mr.  Collier. Let  me ask you th is :
Do you  agree  th at  there is a pro blem with  rega rd  to the need  for 

ce ntr ali za tio n of  a ir port  fac ili tie s ?
Mr.  Godfrey. Mr . Collie r, the A ir port  Op erator s Cou nci l has not 

tak en  a posit ion  on th is,  so my answer to  yo ur  question will  be my 
own rem ark s ba sed on  my own experience .

As  you may or  may no t know, we hav e such a sit ua tio n ex ist ing in 
the Ta mpa-S t. Pe te rsbu rg  area. We hav e two  ai r ca rr ie r ai rp or ts  
th at  are  only abou t 11 ai r miles ap ar t. Th ere are  excellent free ways 
connec ting  the two acro ss the bay , mak ing the ac tua l trav el  tim e by 
grou nd  som eth ing  less tha n 10 t o 12 min ute s betw een the tw o air po rts .

Now, as fa r as it  pe rta ins to  the Ta mpa -S t. Pe tersbu rg  area  with 
which I am very famili ar , I  wou ld say  yes, sir , the  e sta bli shme nt of 
dupl ica te a ir  car rier  ai rp or ts  in  that  area  is unjustif ied .

Mr. Collier. I am dw ell ing  on th is  because I  th ink it is essent ial 
th at  we do. W ith a prog ram such  as is pro posed  in th is  leg islation , 
it  would seem th at  th is is an im po rta nt  area  th at  certa inl y dem and s 
some stu dy , because i t is n orm al to a ssum e that  if  there  is a  pro pe r sur 
vey made and  if there is a pl an  by which  t he re  can be p ro pe r ce nt ra li
zat ion  o f fac ilit ies , t he  existi ng  f ac ili tie s o r the  new  fa cil iti es  could  be 
be tte r served  by th is type  of  planning . I f  an effo rt wer e made to 
di st rib ut e lim ite d Fe de ral fund s ove r t he  broad  face  o f such  dem and s 
as m igh t come to  th e agency it  seems to me we co uld do a  more efficient
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Mr. Godfrey. Sir, in other cases tha t may exist that are comparable 
to the Tampa-St. Petersburg  area with respect to duplicate airpor ts, 
there is absolutely no question in my mind tha t the establishment of 
one well-planned, well-financed, well-programed metropolitan area 
airp ort to serve the entire area would be in the best interes ts of the 
airlines, the Federa l Government, the local government and the air 
trave ling public.

There is no question about tha t in my mind.
Mr. Collier. I certainly agree.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. W illiams. Mr. Godfrey, I notice th at you gave your fu ll sup

por t to the so-called back-door approach to the Treasury in th is b ill ; 
tha t is, the so-called authorization or contract  authority  ?

Mr. Godfrey. Yes, sir.
Mr. Williams. I realize, of course, th at there are ample precedents 

for that type of stand.
However, I want to read to you article I, section 9 of the Consti

tution of the United States, and I  quo te:
No money shal l be drawn from the T reasury but in consequence of appropria

tions made by law—
“in consequence of appropria tions  made by law.”

How can you reconcile this with Congress gran ting  contractua l 
authority  to an agency in  the ligh t of tha t language in the Consti
tution ?

Mr. Godfrey. Mr. Chairman-----
Mr. W illiams. Which is clearly a limi tation  on the power of Con

gress to spend in the absence of an appro priat ion ?
Mr. Godfrey. Yes.
Mr. Chairman, may I  state, first of all, I  am not a lawyer, nor am I  

a constitutional expert. I do understand  and recognize, however, 
tha t in ord er to  adequately plan, develop and finance airpor ts, it sim
ply cannot be done on a year-to-year basis.

It  is impossible to do.
Mr. W illiams. Tha t does not necessarily mean i t cannot be done on 

the basis of appropriations.
Mr. Godfrey. Sir, we have to know.
For instance, in my own organization, we have just  completed a 

financial plan for  our next 5 years of development. I  say “have just 
completed it”—it was completed 2 years ago actually.

And before we could even sta rt to determine whether or not our 
plans could, in fact,  become a reality, we had to know, to some extent, 
where the money could come from before we could even si t down and 
talk to bond buyers.

We issue revenue bonds to  run our airpo rt, and we had to know at 
tha t time—at tha t time we had 2 years left on the pact tha t just 
expired—whether or not there was a reasonable assurance that the 
Federal share of the financing package would be available.

With out some reasonable assurance, the  bond buyers will not even 
allow us to put it in our official prospectus or in our plans or anything .

Mr. Williams. Of course, this committee over the past 8 or 10 years, 
I  think, has heard every objection tha t could be advanced on both 
sides of the question.
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I  simp ly wa nt  to know how you  can reco ncil e advocacy of  th is back
door approa ch  in the  lig ht  o f the  very  expres s lim ita tio n pla ced upon 
the powe r o f C ongress  in th is  respect by the Co nst itu tion.

Mr. Godfrey. Yes, si r.
I  must  re ite ra te , t hough, ours is th e prac tic al  fia t t hat  a irpo rt s mu st 

be planned a nd  financed in advance . As  to the cons tituti onal que stio n 
you  b rin g up, I  am  n ot  cap abl e o f a nswe rin g t ha t.

Mr.  W illiam s. Tha nk  you ve ry much.
Mr.  Godfrey. Tha nk  you, s ir.
Mr . W illiam s. Our  ne xt  witness, and I  believe o ur  la st  w itness  thi s 

mo rning, is Mr. Fra nk S . Pi tte ng er , pr es iden t of  the  Am eri can Asso 
cia tion o f A irport  Execut ives.

STATEMENT OF FRANK S. PITT ENGER, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION OF AIRPORT EXECUTIVES

Air. P ittenger. Mr . Ch airm an  and mem bers  of  the  com mit tee,  my 
nam  is Fr an k S. Pi tte ng er . I  am com missioner of av iat ion  fo r the 
city of  Syr acu se,  N .Y. I  am  a pp ea rin g before t his  grou p toda y in my  
capacity as pre sid en t of  the  Am erican  Assoc iation of A irport  Ex ecu
tives.  On be ha lf of  t his  a ssoc iation,  I  wish to express  our  s incere  a p
pre cia tio n fo r the op po rtu ni ty  t o presen t ou r opinion on H.R.  6580, a  
bil l to amend  t he  Fe de ral A irpo rt  Ac t in  orde r to obligate  fu nd s fo r 
needed a irpo rt  develop men t.

The Ame rican A sso cia tion  of A irpo rt  E xec utives , genera lly  refer red 
to as AAAE, is a pro fessional  asso ciation  of  ai rp or t executives wi th 
ove r 600 members.  Of th is  numb er approx im ately  300 hav e the  re 
sponsib ilit y of  the opera tio n, maintena nce , an d development  of  some 
350 of the  N at ion’s public ai rp or ts  loca ted in the  seve ral States  and  in 
Pu er to  Rico and the  Vi rg in  Isl ands . Ma ny of the  othe r mem bers  
serve on ai rp ort  commissions or  au thor iti es , or  are  local an d St ate 
av iat ion  officials. I t  is im po rta nt , we believe, fo r the purpo ses  of  
th is he ar ing to emp has ize th at  the  ai rp ort  e xecu tives in ou r member
ship rep res ent an excelle nt c ross section o f th e ai rp or ts th ro ug ho ut  the  
Un ite d St ates—from  the la rg e ai r te rm inals down th ro ug h the me
dium-s ized ai rp or ts  to the sma ll, str ic tly  general  av iat ion  fields. Be
cause  of  th is  excelle nt represen tatio n an d because we are di rect ly  re 
sponsib le fo r ai rp ort  op era tio n and pl an ning , we often re fe r to ou r
selves as  “th e voice of  ai rp or t m anagem ent.” We  recog nize th e r esp on
sib ilit y, and pa rt icul ar ly  the  req uir em ent of  objec tiv ity , wh ich  th is  
claim places  on us.

Eve r since the b ir th  of  the Fe de ra l ai rp ort  aid  prog ram  the basic 
pol icy of  AAAE has been the advo cacy  of  a lon g-r ange  pr og ram  to  
ade qua tely  meet the dem and s of  ever- inc rea sin g ai rc ra ft  ac tiv ity , of  
the ex pa nd ing  na tio na l e conomy, and to prov ide  a n ai r tr an sp or ta tion  
system geared  t o needs of  p ublic  safe ty  and convenience, an d the na 
tio na l defense.  To  achieve these aims we have wor ked  fo r a be tte r 
un de rs tand ing of  the tremendous im porta nce th at firm financin g 
pla ys  in a l on g-r ange  pr og ram , fo r i t is on ly when t he  ra te  of  d eve lop 
me nt  is assure d by  f irm Fe de ra l aid  fina ncing t hat  we hav e an  ai rp or t 
const ruc tion prog ram and no t merely  a lon g-r ange  pla n.

You  m ay ask  w hy,  if  we have lon g-r ange  pla ns , is it so essent ial to  
have lon g-rang e fina ncing pro gra ms . Th e ans wer is sum med up  in



172 FEDERAL AIRPORT AID EXT ENSION

the two words, efficiency and economy. A knowledge of the rate with 
which Federal  funds will be made available for airport development 
in a future  fixed perio d:

(1) Permits proper  plann ing for local financing, and particular ly 
to raise matching funds.

(2) Perm its orderly coordination of land  acquisition, engineering, 
and construction.

(3) Permits the overall airp ort development to be initia ted and 
completed in economical, logical stages.

The wisdom of such a policy can be found in the Federa l-aid Hig h
way Act which included financing provisions over a 13-year span. 
This action provided assurance to the States  of the Federal determi
nation to provide adequate funds to develop the highway system, and 
assurance to the material  and equipment industries, the highway 
planners  and contractors and others associated with highway con
struction that they should make thei r plans and gear thei r activities 
to this defined long-range program.

We are, therefore,  encouraged to find in this bill the provisions to 
make matching funds available over the next 5 years. Air por t plan
ning and development are not something tha t can readily be tu rned 
off or on depending on the availabi lity of funds at the moment. The 
time element involved in making the preliminary design, in estab
lishing cost estimates, in organizing bond issues, in obtaining land, 
and in meet ing the many other details is su bstantia l; these s teps can
not intelligently be accomplished on short notice. It  would not then 
be unusual to have 4 or 5 years elapse between the t ime the need for a 
project was recognized and the time the project was, in fact, com
pleted. Therefore , i t is important, yes, imperative, tha t the proposed 
5-year extension of the act be considered as the minimum period in 
which Federal  part icipating can definitely be an ticipated. Unless the 
long-range approach is adopted, ful l value of the moneys spent  on air 
port  development will not be realized.

As to  the level o f spending contemplated by the bill, we realize the 
constant and heavy demands on Congress for Federal aid and sup
port,  and, therefore, we will not plead or demand tha t the annual $75 
million level be increased. We do, however, respectfully suggest th at 
this  certa inly is a minimum figure and very conservative ; we cite the 
results of a recent survey of airports  as support for this statement. 
You gentlemen have been given the details of the survey o f the Na
tion ’s a irpo rts made by the Airpor t Operators Council, the  National 
Association of State  Aviation Officials, and AAAE. You will re
member tha t the costs of planned necessary developments totaled $1.1 
billion, and of this amount, somewhat below 600 million will become 
available from local and State sources leaving a deficit of some $500 
million which can only be obtained from Federal sources. Similar 
surveys have been made in the past and have been proven to be con
servative and underestimated as fa r as overall need is concerned; 
proof of this lies in the fact  tha t actual project requests exceeded 
previously surveyed needs in almost every year.

The airport managers of this country are, by and large, profes
sional men dedicated to opera ting and developing airports  in the 
safest, most efficient manner possible. Most of them are working 
toward put ting  the ai rports under the ir jurisdiction on a self-sufficient
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basis and thus relieving the taxpayer  o f as much financial burden as 
possible. Today, in most cases, this has not been possible. The tre 
mendous growth  of civil avia tion together wi th the rapidly changing 
technological advances has pu t demands on airpor ts th at cannot finan
cially be met by a irpo rt revenues and local-level financing. I t is im
perative, therefore,  tha t the past partnership of Federal and local 
governments part icipating in airport improvement and expansion be 
continued. We used the word “partnership ” purposely because the 

i  past relationship has been a true  par tnership  not only in shar ing costs
but in reaping “profits.” The local communities certainly  gain 
through the many commercial advantages they receive because of 
adequate, safe airports ; the Federal Government gains throu gh the 

c improvement in the  movement of interstate  air  commerce and throu gh
the immediate readiness of an efficient, locally operated and main
tained system of airports  in time of national emergency. The Fed
eral Government, in fact, has to date made a very sound investment 
through the Federal Airpo rt Act. Histor ically , the Federa l Govern
ment has participated much more financially in other interstate  com
merce facilities: the 90-10 part icipation in the Interst ate  Highway
System, the heavy share assumed in inland  and intercoasta l water
ways are examples. In  the case of the airports, this  Nation has a 
system of airports  second to none in the world derived in a grea t 
degree from the 50-50 Federal-local partic ipation.

We note tha t H.R. 6580 has not overlooked the requirements to serve 
general aviation. The air  carrier  a irports usually require longer run 
ways, larger terminal  buildings, and costlier land ing aids b ut the pre
ponderance of  pr ivate  and business a irc raf t in a ra tio of some 40 to 1 
demands that general aviation  airports be given the high pr iori ty they 
deserve. Despite the proven need for financial help to general avia
tion fields, we would, however, not necessarily advocate any fur ther 
steps to a llot fixed sums or percentages for  general aviation  versus a ir 
carr ier activity. The prope r d istribu tion can be left to the discretion 
of the Administ rator  based on the initiative  of local authoriti es and 
on the unbiased r eport contained in the national airp ort plan.

Again, with reference to specific sections of this bill, we frank ly 
» prefe r the  act ’s present discretionary language relative to possible eli

gibility of airp ort buildings rath er than  the proposed definite exclu
sion of such buildings from Federal partic ipation. There  appears to 
be adequate safeguards in the act as now written  against frill s and

/ extras in terminal buildings; this, coupled with the proposal tha t no
project be approved unti l safety aids are included (or already in
stalled), would, in our opinion, accomplish the purpose of assuring 
tha t safety items get top p rior ity without actual ly excluding terminal 
building projects. We do recognize the distinct advantages of an
other provision which deals with airpor t buildings. That is the  idea 
of construction at Federa l expense of space or facilit ies th at are to  be 
used for those functions which are exclusively the responsibility  of 
the Federa l Government, i.e., traffic control, weather report ing, and 
communications services. The natu re of such services generally  re
quires special building design, construction detail, etc., tha t are not 
common to  other areas of airpor t te rminal buildings, and, therefore , 
it seems logical to treat this specialized section or a separate bu ilding
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for these functions as a cost to be borne exclusively by the Federa l 
Government.

The proposal for Federal  participation  up to 75 percent o f the costs 
of land for installat ion of approach light  systems as well as for in
runway lighting, hibh-intensity runway lighting and runway distance 
markers is recognized as a very progressive step. The Federal Gov
ernment long ago assumed the exclusive responsibility of providing  
airways en route navigat ional aids and traffic control and it would, 
therefore , seem logical to extend this financial responsibility to those 
aids immediately ad jacent to or on the airports.

In  closing, we feel it of the greatest importance to reitera te the 
necessity of providing stabil ity in programing  of Federal aid. The 
greatest single de terrent to the sound development of an adequate air 
ports system has been the uncertainty as to the level of Federa l help 
from year to year. Local admin istrato rs must coordinate financial 
plann ing and this is difficult to  do where there exists no reasonable 
certainty tha t stage development over a span of years can be accom
plished. A significant amount of work by sponsors and FAA  per
sonnel goes down the drain,  so to speak, if each year they must go 
throu gh another period of reprograming in order to correlate alloca
tions to appropriations which, as you know, have been as low as zero 
and have never really equalled the  sums contemplated in the Federa l 
Airpor t Act of 1946.

AAE believes th at H.R. 6580 will make possible: (a) A balanced 
construction program;  (6) a long-range program; and (<?) a sound 
financial program.

We, there fore, Mr. C hairman and members, respec tfully urge your 
active support to b ring about the  prom pt enactment of II .R. 6580.

Mr. Williams. Does tha t complete your statement? Thank you 
very much.

Mr. Collier?
Mr. Collier. I have no questions.
Mr. W illiams. Mr. Hemphill  ?
Mr. I Iempiiill. No questions.
Air. Williams. Thank  you very much.
Air. P ittenger. Thank you.
Air. Williams. I believe tha t concludes the schedule of witnesses for 

this morning.
The committee will stand adjourned.
(The following information was later  submitted for the record:)

t

J

c

1
H ouse of R epresent at ives , 
Washington, D.C., Mag 18, 1961.

Hon. Oren H ar ris ,
Chairman, Committee on Inters tate  and Foreign Commerce,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

D ear Oren : I am enclosing the lette r I received today from Mr. James E. 
Martin, director, Tennessee Aeronautics Commission, Berry Field, Nashville, 
Tenn., in which he recommends four amendments to H.R. 6580, to extend the 
Federal Airport Act for 5 years. The letter and amendments are self-explana
tory.

It  is my hope th at you will bring Mr. Martin’s lett er to the attent ion of your 
committee at  the proper time during the consideration of this  legislation.

With kindest personal regards, I am,
Sincerely,

J.  Carlton Loser .
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Tennessee Aeronautics Commission,

Nashville, May 16,1961.
Hon. J. Carlton Loser,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Congressman Loser : Committee hearings are  now in progress on II.R. 
6580, which provides for an extension of the Federal Airport Act for a 5-year 
period beginning July 1,1961, authorizing Federal matching grants of $75 million 
per year.

As you know, Tennessee has  made excellent progress toward establish ing an 
adequate statewide system of airports through the Federal-aid airp ort program. 
However, a recent extensive survey indicates tha t an expenditure of over $33 
million, fo r the period July 1, 1961-June 30, 1966, will be required to satisfy  the 
planned airport development program in Tennessee, which we strongly feel is 
essential in the in teres t of our economy. This, of course, cannot be accomplished 
without Federal assistance.

We, therefore, respectfully urge you to support II.R. 6580 with the following 
amendments :

1. Annual authorization of $100 million.
2. Oppose the $7 million special discretionary fund for general aviation 

airpor ts in high density areas  and recommend, in lieu thereof, the ear 
marking of 25 percent of State  apportioned funds for general aviation air 
ports ; thi s amount to remain available for airports in this category for the 
first year, after which time the funds would become available  for other 
types of projects, within the State concerned, unless firm project applications 
have been submitted for the  general avia tion facilities.

3. Oppose recaptu re of State  apportioned funds nt end of first fiscal year. 
Recommend tha t these funds remain available at State level for 2-year 
period before being placed in discretionary fund. This is in accordance with 
the present act and is essential to provide adequate time for appropriate 
engineering, arranging  of financing, etc., at the local level.

4. Recommend tha t contractual authorization be retained rather  than 
reverting to annual appropriations which was the very unsatis factory  
method used during the first 9 years of the act.

Many months of planning, engineering, and large scale financing are required 
to construct an airpor t. Without specific knowledge as to the amount of Fed
eral funds tha t will be available, cities and counties are normally reluc tant to 
approve bond issues or agree to tax assessments required to finance the con
struction of a irports to standards of safety and efficiency necessary to meet the 
requirements of the national airport plan.

We earnes tly emphasize the importance of making no change in the present act 
which provides for contrac t authorization over a period of years and we highly 
recommend that the program be extended for a period of not less than 5 years.

Your assistance in this matter is deeply appreciated.
Respectfully yours,

> J ames E. Martin, Director.

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C., May 25, 1961.

Hon. John Bell Williams,
Chairman, Subcommittee  on Transportation and Aeronautics, Committee on 

Interstate  and Foreign Commerce, New House Office Building, House of 
Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Colleague : I am in receipt of a copy of a letter Gov. William A. Egan 
has addressed to Senator E. L. Bar tlet t relative to the legislation (H.R. 65S0) 
now pending before the Subcommittee on Transportat ion and Aeronautics to 
provide for a 5-year Federal airp ort program. In his letter, Governor Egan 
asks that  consideration be given to several amendments proposed by the State  of 
Alaska, and which a re included as par t of his communication to Senator Bart
lett. I respectfully request tha t Governor Egan’s le tter  he made a par t of the 
record of the hearings on H.R. 6580, and tha t the amendments he proposes be 
considered by the subcommittee prior to reporting the measure to the full 
committee.

Sincerely,
Ralph J. Rivers, 
Member of Congress.
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State of Alaska,
Office of the Governor,

Juneau, May 18, 1961.
Hon. E. L. Bartlett,
V.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Bob : This replies to your recent lette r requesting a statement as to the 
State’s position on S. 1703 and  II.R. 6580, identical bills providing a 5-year Fed
eral airport program. I would appreciate your placing it before the appropriate  
congressional committees during their  consideration of these measures.

Briefly put, the State ’s position is one of gra titud e at the prospect of extension I
of this worthwhile and necessary program.

In no other State of this Union, and in few places of the world, can there be 
found a comparable day-to-day use and reliance upon a ir transp ortation as exists 
in Alaska. Our vast distances and the inadequacy of surface transp ortatio n 
routes make ai r tra vel a necessity. *

The national airpo rt plan recently released by the Federal Aviation Agency 
states  tha t Alaska needs improvements and new construction at  119 localities 
over a 5-year period with an estimated cost of $29,692,000.

A recent survey conducted join tly by th e National Association of State  Avia
tion Officials, the Airport Operators Council and the American Association of 
Airport Executives shows a 4-year requirement at 118 Alaska sites with a cost 
of $27,594,500. Including terminal building development costs a t the Anchorage 
and Fairban ks Intern ational Airports, figures which were not available when 
this survey was made, increases the 4-.vear requirement to $32,844,500.

These several independent studies demonstrate conclusively the need for air
port improvements within Alaska.

It  is particularly encouraging tha t the bills proposed would provide a 5-year 
program, thereby permitting proper long-range planning.

While endorsing the purpose and scope of the proposed legislation, the State  of 
Alaska proposes th at consideration be given to its amendment in several respects.

Principal of these would be a provision for Federal participation  in terminal 
building construction beyond those costs related directly to safety. I have in 
mind as a minimum those costs related to space for  such purely F ederal activities 
as customs and immigration inspection. A strong case can also be made as to 
the Federal intere st in providing proper facilit ies for the convenience and com
fort of those foreign travelers whose first impression of the  United States would 
be obtained from the treatment and facilitie s available to them at  gateway 
airports such as Anchorage and Fairbanks International.

The second amendment I would propose relates to the requirement in the 
proposed bill tha t no project be approved unless it provides for certain naviga
tional aids which the Adminis trator may djre ct be installed. To the  extent t hat 
instal lation  of such aids may be directed by the Adminis trator it would appear 
proper tha t the cost should be fully met by the Federal Government.

Finally, I would suggest there is a vital need for a continuous program of a ir 
port planning. This is a concept already included in the Federal Highway Act 
and one which it would appear reasonable to incorporate within the Federal-aid 
airpo rt program. Provision of a nominal amount—I would suggest no less than 
$25,000 for each State—to be matched by the State on the normal matching basis 
would be of mater ial benefit to the State  and to the Federal Government in the 
development and maintenance of a proper long-range plan.

Sincerely,
William A. Egan, Governor.

State of Connecticut,
Department of Aeronautics,

Hartford, Conn., May 28, 1961.
Hon. E milio Q. Daddario,
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Congressman Daddario : The Connecticut Department of Aeronautics 
earnestl y requests your support of II.R. 6580, presently being heard before the 
House Inters tate  and Foreign Commerce Committee, with the following sug
gested amendmen ts:

We would recommend an increase in the authorization from $75 million to 
$100 million, which sum has been more than substan tiated by figures contained
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in the  recent  Nat iona l Air por t Survey, which this Depar tme nt had  a pa rt  in 
prep arin g. This surve y indicate s Feder al par tici pat ion  would average  $135 
million per year for  each of the  4 fiscal years, 1962 throu gh 1965. Based on 
previous procedu re, the  adm inistration bill of $75 million would net  our  Sta te 
appr oximat ely $405,070 per year , whe reas  our  needs, as sub sta nti a ted by our 
Sta te survey,  indi cate  Feder al par tici pat ion  of appr oxim ately  $1 millio n for  
each fiscal y ear  from  1961 thro ugh 1964.

It  is also  our recommendat ion th at  25 perce nt of the Sta te app ortioned fun ds 
be ear ma rke d for  gene ral avia tion  air po rts , this amou nt to rem ain avai labl e 
for air po rts  in thi s categ ory for  the  first ye ar of the  2-yea r period  for  which 

i  auth oriz ed. In  r ecent years , the  rap id grow th in the use of a ircr af t for  business
tanspo rtat ion, agric ult ura l and  ind ust ria l app licat ions  and transp orta tion -for - 

*  hire indicat es we mus t provide by 1975, avia tion  faci litie s to accommodate
1 an est ima ted incr ease  in iti ne ra nt  ai r traffic over 400 perce nt of toda y’s traffic.

Durng the  flood of 1955, the  lack of str ate gic  air por ts for dis trib ution of food, 
Z medical aid, etc., serio usly hand icapp ed mercy  missions. Each  modern civil

air po rt in this Sta te would be a  fa cil ity  fo r n atio nal  defense.
Fu rth er,  we would not be in  fav or of the rec apt ure  of Sta te apj>ortioned f unds  

a t the  end of the firs t fiscal year , and  would recommend th at  thes e funds re
main  availab le at  Sta te level for  a 2-ye ar period before rev erti ng to disc retio n
ar y funds , since, as you are awa re, Sta te fun ding is based on bienn ial app rop ria
tions.

We would also be in fav or of the  “con tract aut hor iza tion” of the  pre sen t ac t 
in a minimum 5-year progr am. Prog ress  of enlarging  one of Connecticut’s 
munic ipal airp ort s, New Have n Municipal Airport, received a serio us setba ck 
when the  Fed era l Govern ment could not ass ure  Federal par tici pat ion  in a 
plann ed e xpe ndi ture  of appr oxim atel y $ 1 ^  million  on a 4-year program, with  the  
result th at  one trunkline service was discontin ued at  this air po rt (CAB ruli ng in 
Northeas tern Sta tes  Case, Docket 6436 et a l. ).  Othe r municipalit ies in this 
Sta te have  suffered  lik e losses w hen they d id not have the  assu ran ce of contin ued 
Fed eral  pa rticip ation i n long-range programs.

We respectfu lly requ est you r cons ideration  of the  amen dmen ts suggested 
above, and  any thin g you can do to ass ist  in passage of H.R. 6580 in its  amended  
form  will be sincer ely app rec iate d by the  Connecticut Aero naut ics Commission 

Sincerely,
H. B. Wethebell, Director .

Statement of J ack A. King, King’s School of Aviation, Columbus, Ga.

Mr. Chai rman , members of the  subcommittee and visito rs, my name is Jac k 
A. King. I am a commerc ial flight ins truc tor,  ground school in stru cto r, and oper
ate  King’s School of Aviatio n, Columbus Municipal Airpo rt, Victory Drive, 
Columbus, Ga. This is t he 15th yea r th at  I have  been in the aviatio n business.

I You have cer tain ma tte rs before you concern ing the  development of avia tion .
It  is wit hin  your  power to help develop the aviatio n ind ustry ju st  as  you have 

« helped the autom otive  ind ust ry become the larg est  industr y in the  world  when
5 you buil t a system of highw ays from coast  to coast.

The followin g is quoted  from the FA A Stati sti ca l Handbook of Aviation, 
/ 1960 edition , pu t out by the  F ederal Aviatio n Agency a nd prin ted by the  Govern

ment Pr int ing  Office:
“Airp orts  and airfie lds on record  with  the  Fed era l Aviation Agency at  the 

end of 1959 numbe red 6,426 * * * 1,757 had  paved runw ays * * *. The  FAA 
adm inis ters  a program financed und er gra nts  to public agencies for the planning, 
construction, and development of a nat ion al system of air po rts  capable of meet
ing the  foreseeable  needs of civil avia tion. Under the  Federal -aid  air po rt pro 
gram, from  its incepti on in 1947 thro ugh calend ar year 1959, $50 9 million  had 
been alloc ated  to assis t public agencie s in 4,293  improvement or constructio n 
proj ects  a t 1,528 air po rts .”

Gentlemen, your special  attentio n is directed  to the  sta tem ent  above wit h 
refere nce to the  “developm ent of a nat ion al system of air por ts” for  the  reason 
th at  such developm ent has  not been forthco ming.  Rather , the re ha s been rep eti
tion in aw ard ing  t he same air po rts  the  major ity  of all fund s expended . Pu tting  
it  ano the r way, it  would appear th at  a larg e perc entage of the  funds expended  
have been on a small min ority of air po rts  and  th at  a still  sma ller  number of 
new airpor ts, in rela tion  to thi s spending,  hav e been constructed.
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Usin g th e fig ur es  of  th e FAA, it  w ill  be  not ed  th a t th is  $509 mill ion ex pe nd ed  
ov er  a pe riod  of  13 yea rs  has  bee n sp en t on on ly 23.8 pe rc en t of  a ll  ai rp ort s,  
re pre se nting  a m in or ity.  The  ov erwhe lm ing m ajo ri ty  of  th e  money  sp en t on 
th es e pro je ct s lia s no t bee n in th e de ve lop men t, of  a  sy stem  of  a ir po rt s to  giv e 
th e  pl an e a pl ac e to  go to and la nd (y ou  ha ve  m ad e ro ad s av ai la bl e to  ev ery 
c it y ).  Ov er and over,  re pea te d  g ra n ts  ha ve  be en  m ad e to a ir po rt s al re ad y in  
ex is tenc e.  T hi s sp en di ng  h as  n ot  b een on new' a ir p o rt s  bu t it  h as bee n to  g arn is h  
ex is ting  a ir po rt s w ith lavi sh  fr il ls .

Let  me  g ive you an  ex am pl e of th is . In  May 1961, a  $20 mill ion te rm in al bu ild
ing w as  de di ca te d a t th e  A tlan ta , Ga. , a ir port . T h is  bu ildi ng  was  m ad e po ss i
ble  th ro ug h F ed er al  ai d  to  a ir po rt s.  T hi s bu ildi ng w ill  se rv e m ai nly a  sm al l 
nu m be r of  a ir li ne  se rv ices  op er at in g in to  an d ou t of  A tlan ta . T his  bu ild ing,  a 
la vi sh  ga rn is hm en t,  will  not  se rv e th e m ajo ri ty  of  av ia tion . F o r th e am ount  of 
Fed er al -a id  mo ney pu t in to  th is  p ro je ct , m an y a ir po rt s could  ha ve  been bui lt  in  
A rk an sa s,  M issis sip pi , A laba ma,  Ge orgia, Il lino is , M isso ur i, W es t Virg in ia , f
Tex as , M ar yl an d,  M as sa ch us et ts , Pen ns yl va ni a,  Oklah om a,  New  Yo rk,  C al if or
ni a,  F lo rida , Sou th  Car ol in a,  Ohio, K an sa s,  W isc on sin , Con ne cti cu t, etc.  H ad  *
th is  Fed er al -a id  mo ney been sp en t in  yo ur  S ta te  and min e in  co ns truc ting  newr 
a ir po rt s it  w ou ld  not only ha ve  been de ve loping  a sy stem  of  a ir po rt s but it  wo uld  
ha ve  been  sp re ad in g a li tt le  pr os per ity  in  ea ch  of  you r Sta te s.

Bef or e an  a ir p la ne  is an y good , it  m us t ha ve  a “ro ad  to  tr avel”— ju s t like  a 
ca r. Tak e aw ay  th e  ro ad s and th e ca r wou ld  be  w or th le ss . Roa ds  hav e mad e 
th e  a ut om ot iv e in dust ry  th e bigg es t in dust ry  in  th e wor ld , se rv in g al l th e  N at ion 
eq ua lly . The  a ir p la ne  in dust ry  has  th e  pote nti al  of  ga in in g eq ua l s ta tu re  w ith  
th e  au to m ot iv e in dust ry  if  you ge nt le m en  pr ov id e fo r th e  ro ad s fo r pl an es  in to  
ev er y ci ty  : th a t is,  th e de ve lopm en t of  a  sy st em  o f a ir p o rt s  c oa st  to  c oas t as  y ou  
develop ed  a sy stem  o f h ighw ay s.

Many in div id ual s an d fir ms will  no t buy a ir p la nes or le arn  to  fly be ca us e the-  
a ir p la ne  ha s a lim ited  us ag e be ca us e th ere  is  no t a br oa d syste m of  a ir port s.
T his  is in ju ri ous to  al l co nc erne d an d re ta rd s  th e de ve lopm en t of th is  mos t 
im port an t se gm en t of  ou r tr ansp ort a ti on  syste m.

Let  me  giv e yo u anoth er ex am pl e of fa il u re  to  pr ope rl y use  Fed er al -a id  fu nd s 
to  dev elo p air port s.  You  un do ub te dl y sa w a pho to gr ap h in  th e ne w sp ap er s th is  
Ju ne  1961 sh ow ing a g ia n t port ab le  ve hicle de ve lope d by th e FA A fo r th e  p u r
pose of  t ra nsp ort in g  a ir li ne  p as se ng er s from  th e  te rm in al bu ild in g to  th e a ir li ner 
so th a t th e pa ss en ge rs  wou ld no t ha ve  so fa r  to  w alk.  The  FAA sp en t m ill ions  
of  dollar s de ve loping  th is  one piece of  eq ui pm en t of  du biou s va lue to  av ia tion .
F o r th e a m ou nt  of  m oney  s pe nt  o n th is  m on st ro us , ridi cu lo us  m ac hine , m an y new 
a ir p o rt s could  ha ve been bui lt  in your S ta te  to  se rv e th e  pu rp os e of  th e  de ve lop 
m en t of  a  sy stem  of  a ir po rt s th ro ughout th e  N at io n to  se rv e al l of  a via tion .

Ge nt lem en , I w an t to ca ll yo ur  a tt en ti on  to  th e  fa c t th a t th e FA A st ud io us ly  
av oide d includ ing in  th e ir  S ta ti st ic a l Han db oo k of  Aviati on , 1960 ed iti on , th e 
nu m be r of  new a ir p o rt s de ve lop ed  th ro ugh th e  Fed er al -a id  to  a ir po rt s pr og ra m .
The  re as on  th a t th e FAA le ft  out  th is  v it a l in fo rm at io n is  be ca us e th e  buil d in g '
of  new a ir po rt s h as  been  em ba rr as si ngl y sm al l. Ho w ma ny  new a ir po rt s ha ve  i
been  buil t in  th e  S ta te s you re pr es en t, ge nt le m en ? You  ca nn ot  bl am e th e
FA A fo r pu rp os ef ul  fa il in g  to  s ta te  th e  nu m be r of  new a ir po rt s dev eloped ? i
be ca us e fu nd s a re  be ing w as ted on m ons trous  m ac hi ne s to move pa ss en ge rs  *
ar oun d te rm in al  bu ild ings , to  bu ild  la vi sh  te rm in al bu ilding s w ith al l th e  fr ill s,
an d even to  pa ve  ra m ps  ar ou nd  pri vat el y  ow ned hangars  on th es e a ir po rt s \
re ce iv ing a ll th e  m one y.

In  sh or t, ge nt lemen , th e  Fed er al -a id  to  a ir p o rt s pro gr am  is not de ve loping  a 
nati onal sy stem  of  a ir p o rt s  as  pre se ntly  ad m in is te re d . I be lie ve  an d th e-  
avia ti on  in dust ry  as  a wh ole be lie ve s th a t yo u ge nt lemen  pre fe r to  h av e a syste m 
of  a ir po rt s fr om  co as t to  c oas t to se rv e th e m ajo ri ty  of th e  people  o f th is  N ati on , 
but you ha ve  be en  bl in de d by  th e a ir li ne-m il it ary  co nc ep t pro moted  by lobb yi st s 
re pre se nting sel fish in te re st s.  Thr ow  off th e sh ac kl es  of  sel fish in te re st , ge nt le 
men, an d bu ild  a sy stem  of  a ir po rt s in  ev er y ci ty  so th a t th e  plan e, like  a ca r, 
will  ha ve  a pl ac e to  ro ll it s whe els . Mo re a ir p o rt s wi ll mea n mor e peop le us ing 
th e a ir p la ne as  a m ea ns  of  tr ansp ort a ti on . Mo re  air p la nes  will  be  boug ht .
Mo re people will  le arn  to  fly. Mo re  ga s an d oil  an d se rv ices  wi ll be  bo ug ht .

On ly you ge nt lemen  ca n bring  ab out  th e ch an ge  which  ca n re vo lu tion iz e th e-  
av ia tion  in dus try. Bu ild  a sy st em  of  a ir po rt s in yo ur  S ta te  an d m in e an d 
w at ch  th e avia ti on  in dust ry  grow  by le ap s and  bo un ds  w ith a  po ss ib il ity th a t it  
will  b ring  on g re a te r pro sp er ity to  our g re a t N at ion.
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Ge nt lem en , th e  ear in dust ry  wou ld  be noth in g w it hou t a sy stem  of  ro ad s.  

We in th e av ia tion  in dust ry  a re  so m ew ha t of  not hin g be ca us e th e  FA A Fed er al - 
ai d a ir po rt s pr og ra m  has  o ffe red us  m on st ro us  veh ic le s, la vi sh  te rm in al  bu ild in gs , 
an d pa ve d ra m ps in st ea d of  t he  r oa ds we  need to  p u t th e  p la ne s in  th e a ir .

Give us  an  a ir p o rt  i n ev ery c ity  po ss ib le toda y,  n ot  t om or ro w.
T ha nk you .

(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.)
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